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Abstract   
 
Precipitated by current research and demographic data, the library profession has	mirrored 
the pre-occupation in the public and for-profit sectors that there is a looming leadership 
deficit. The profession has responded with numerous leadership development programs 
(LDPs). As in the other sectors, evaluation of these programs has been sparse and generally 
limited to participant self-reporting.  
Research has determined that leadership self-efficacy (LSE), commonly referred to as 
self-confidence, is a necessary pre-requisite to leadership. Without LSE leadership skills 
remain unused. The extension of social cognitive theory and the self-efficacy construct have 
suggested that LDP content and attributes may affect the development of LSE. This research 
set out to validate the common perception that LDPs contributed to the LSE of emerging 
leaders and to determine the LDP characteristics that affect LSE. 
The primary component of the mixed methods embedded, experimental after-intervention 
study, incorporated an equivalent pretest-posttest control group. The supplemental embedded 
component was a qualitative survey with open ended questions. The research used a typical 
library LDP (N=86) as the intervention. LSE was measured using the 88 item Leadership 
Self Efficacy Inventory developed by Anderson, Krajewski, Goffin, and Jackson (2008).  
The experiment confirmed that the group of emerging leaders exposed to a LDP 
experienced significantly greater increases and sustained increases in LSE than did a control 
group. The research also examined the effect of initial LSE on LSE development. 
Individuals with lower initial levels of LSE experienced significantly greater gains in LSE as 
a result of the LDP than did the group with higher levels of initial LSE and the control 
group. Gender effects on LSE found in other research were not evident.  
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Content analysis identified 18 LDP content and structural elements that contributed to 
LSE development. The qualitative analysis yielded five themes that highlighted critical 
aspects of the LDP and two patterns that related experience and engagement to LSE 
development. An integrated analysis confirmed the importance of mastery experiences, 
engagement and mentors and exposed the debilitative effects of stress and conflict on LSE.  
The research will inform those interested in leadership development and in evaluating, 
developing or improving leadership development interventions. 
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CHAPTER 1 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Recently, the library profession has mirrored the pre-occupation in other sectors that there 
is a looming leadership deficit. The profession has captioned this shortage of qualified 
leaders as a leadership crisis in libraries. The belief has been precipitated by research as well 
as demographic data. Ingles et al. (2005) has suggested that in Canada, recruitment and 
retention have been significant issues for libraries, and that leadership training has been 
needed. The recruitment and retention issues have translated to a shortage of librarians with 
leadership skills and thus a shortage of future leaders in the profession. 
In response to the anticipated shortage of qualified leaders, the library profession has 
responded with a proliferation of library leadership development programs. Since 
traditionally only a few of these programs have undertaken a formal evaluation to clearly 
articulate and assess the results or outcomes of the intervention, it has not been clear whether 
the profession has been successful in creating new leaders (Mason & Wetherbee, 2004). 
Leadership development programs outside the library profession have also traditionally 
lacked formal evaluations (Black & Earnest, 2009). The gaps in evaluation have left 
questions not only as to whether these programs work, but if they do work, why they work.  
Social cognitive theory and the construct of self-efficacy have provided some expectation 
that leadership development interventions should have made a difference if the content and 
structure of the programs facilitated a change in participant leadership self-efficacy. 
Anecdotal reports on participant perceptions together with limited research suggested that 
these programs might have increased leadership self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, often expressed 
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in the more colloquial term, self-confidence, has been described as an essential characteristic 
of leaders (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Popper & Mayseless, 2007).  
However, there have been increasing numbers of formal library leadership development 
programs but there has been no certainty as to whether these programs have improved the 
leadership self-efficacy of participants, nor has there been any indication as to what content 
and attributes of these programs have influenced the development of leadership self-efficacy 
in participants. Thus, the research problem was to determine how leadership self-efficacy 
could be developed through formalized library leadership program interventions.  
 
1.1. Background 
Society has been focused on leadership and in particular the need to develop future 
leaders. This phenomenon has extended across the private, public and not for profit sectors, 
including the library sector, throughout North America. In the library sector leadership has 
been a major concern as few of the potential, emerging leaders have felt adequately prepared 
to assume leadership roles (Ingles et al., 2005; Ingles, De Long, Schrader, & Sivak, 2006). In 
response to the need to develop leaders, a plethora of programs have arisen in North America 
(See, e.g.  Mason & Wetherbee, 2004, pp. 197-202), both in general and specific to the 
library sector, many of which have had external financial support, but few have had a 
program for evaluation, and fewer still that have concretely demonstrated the outcomes of 
the programs (Black & Earnest, 2009; Mason & Wetherbee, 2004; Russon & Reinelt, 2004).  
 When program evaluation has been done, it has often been based on nothing more than 
participant’s perceptions of the program and the benefits accruing to them (Black & Earnest, 
2009, Russon & Reinelt, 2004). The dearth in evaluation and lack of identifiable outcomes 
has not only left gaps in understanding as to how these programs contribute to leadership 
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development and as to whether leadership development has made a difference to 
organizational outcomes, but has left program developers without any clear understanding of 
what elements in a leadership development program could have been attributed to any 
differences. The complexity, both of the programs and the concept of leadership, has made 
sense making of leadership development programs an exceedingly difficult task.  
Program evaluation often has consisted of participant self-reporting on their experiences. 
Evaluation that relies solely on participant perception has been decreed as a less than 
desirable basis of evaluation (Russon & Reinelt, 2004). Participants in library leadership 
development programs have suggested that they experienced an increase in self-confidence 
as a result of participation (Arnold, Nickel, & Williams, 2008; Sayers & Talvé, 2009; 
Sorenson, 2008; Varlejs, 2007). The term self-confidence is a simplistic and colloquial term 
with no real construct such that for research purposes it should be replaced by the term self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Because leadership development programs have generally lacked 
evaluation rigor and have ignored self-efficacy as a contemplated outcome, these participant 
observations, although reported as participant observations, have largely been unexplored. 
However, at least some additional research has validated the perception that one of the major 
benefits of participation in a leadership development program has been an increase in self-
efficacy (Augustin, 2003; Black & Earnest, 2009; Dugan & Komives, 2007; Feeney, 2006; 
Harris & Leberman, 2012; Versland, 2009).  
First, every major modern leadership theory has deemed that self-efficacy is important to 
leadership (McCormick, 2001). Furthermore, research has linked self-efficacy to leadership 
competencies and to the emergence of leadership behaviour (Benson & Campbell, 2007; Foti 
& Hauenstein, 2007; Tubbs & Schulz, 2006; Wallis & McLoughlin, 2007). Research, both in 
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general and specific to the library sector, has indicated that self-efficacy is an essential 
characteristic of a leader (Antonakis, Cianciolo, & Sternberg, 2004). Second, Kouzes and 
Posner (2007) suggested that in spite of the skills held, without self-confidence there would 
be no leadership. Kouzes and Posner’s missive is consistent with the construct for self-
efficacy that suggests: different individuals with the same skill sets may perform poorly or 
brilliantly depending on their levels of their individual perceived self-efficacy for the task 
(Bandura, 1997). In spite of recent findings by De Neve, Mikhaylov, Dawes, Christakis, and 
Fowler (2013) that have associated leadership emergence with a specific genotype, 
environmental influences have remained the dominant determinants of leadership behaviour. 
Thus, examining the relationship of self-efficacy to leadership was important.  
While there have been many studies that examined the relationship between self-efficacy 
and leadership none have been specific to the library profession. Within the library 
profession there have been program evaluations that make mention of self-efficacy (self-
confidence) but few studies have set out to investigate the phenomenon. Overall, there have 
been only a few investigations whose purpose was to study leadership self-efficacy in the 
context of leadership development programs. Most critically, there has been a void of 
research to inform leadership development programs as to how leadership self-efficacy is 
created, that is what content and attributes are most relevant to the growth of leadership self-
efficacy (Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, & Harms, 2008).	 
Thus, the same focus on leadership and leadership development was found in the library 
profession and sector. In a sample of 361 librarians who had been practising fewer than six 
years, only 20% felt that their MLIS degree provided adequate leadership skills to perform 
their jobs (Ingles et al., 2005). This was a significant finding as it demonstrated that within 
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the target cohort of librarians who might be characterized as emerging leaders there was a 
need for leadership training. Unfortunately the depth of literature focused on librarian 
leadership development has not mirrored the preoccupation of the profession therein.  
 
1.2. General Statement of the Problem 
There have been increasing numbers of formal library leadership development programs 
but there has been no certainty as to whether these programs have improved the leadership 
self-efficacy of participants, nor has there been any indication as to what content and 
attributes of these programs have influenced the development of leadership self-efficacy in 
participants.  
In spite of the proliferation of formal library leadership development programs there has 
been little formalized evaluation of these programs (Mason & Wetherbee, 2004). In the 
evaluation and research that has been undertaken, apart from anecdotal evidence and self-
reports of participants, there is little evidence as to whether participation in these programs 
contributes to the development of leadership self-efficacy in participants. Furthermore, there 
is no research as to what these programs should include to encourage the development of 
leadership self-efficacy. This lack of research on formalized leadership self-efficacy 
development in the library profession mirrors that in other sectors of society. Given that 
some library managers tend to have lower leadership self-efficacy compared to other public 
service managers (Leadership Research & Development Limited, 2006) and that leadership 
self-efficacy is essential to the engagement in leadership (Benson & Campbell, 2007; 
Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Popper & Mayseless, 2007; Tubbs & Schulz, 2006; Wallis & 
McLoughlin, 2007), then it is important to know whether a leadership development 
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intervention affects self-efficacy and how the attributes and content of the program 
contribute to self-efficacy development. 
 
1.3. Research Purpose 
The overall purpose of the research was to understand how a formal library leadership 
development program for emerging leaders affects the leadership self-efficacy in 
participants; specifically, to measure the change in the self-efficacy of emerging leaders after 
participation in a leadership development intervention, and to understand what specific 
content and structural attributes of the program are relevant to the development of participant 
leadership self-efficacy.  
A mixed method embedded experimental after-intervention design, denoted by QUAN 
(qual) was used. The primary purpose of this study was to measure, using experimental 
research design, whether participation in a leadership development intervention for emerging 
library leaders created a change in leadership self-efficacy in the participants. The Northern 
Exposure to Leadership Institute was the leadership development intervention that was the 
subject of the research. A secondary purpose was to gather qualitative survey data to address 
secondary and supplemental questions as to what program content and attributes were 
perceived by participants of the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute to change their 
leadership self-efficacy and why these elements were perceived to affect self-efficacy. The 
primary reason for undertaking the qualitative investigation was to address the duality of the 
research problem and to better understand which program attributes and content influenced a 
change in leadership self-efficacy. However, the complexity inherent in leadership, as 
espoused in leadership theory and the multi-dimensional aspects of human behaviour 
addressed in social cognitive theory and the self-efficacy construct necessitated a further 
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explanation of the quantitative results. Thus, the qualitative survey was also designed to 
fulfill this role. 
 
1.4. Research Questions 
The research purpose suggested that three distinct but interrelated questions were 
necessary.  
Question 1: How does the participation by emerging leaders in a library leadership 
development program affect their leadership self-efficacy? This quantitative question was 
expressed as a directional hypothesis: Emerging library leaders demonstrate increased 
leadership self-efficacy after participating in an intervention characterized as a formal 
leadership development program. Conversely, the null hypothesis was: There is no 
significant difference in the leadership self-efficacy of emerging library leaders after 
participation in an intervention characterized as a formal leadership development program.  
Question 2: What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development 
program are relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? 
Question 3: What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library leadership 
development program that make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in 
emerging leaders? 
 
1.5. Context for the Research 
 Library Orientation 
Leadership development has been a particular concern of the library profession, as 
substantiated by library specific research, the prevalence of library leadership development 
programs and the focus on leadership by organizations such as the American Library 
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Association (ALA). Understanding how the profession can best develop leaders would be a 
valuable contribution to the body of research available and to the profession.  
There has been little library specific research targeted at leadership or leadership 
development. Thus, the profession has had to rely on research conducted in other sectors. 
One piece of library specific research suggested that all library leaders should be visionary, 
achieve results by securing commitment, have communication skills to achieve 
organizational goals, be self-confident and trustworthy and that these characteristics are not 
different from the private sector (Sheldon, 1991, 1992). Thus, there has been support for the 
reliance on corporate based research even though the profession has some unique 
characteristics.  
Librarianship has been a female dominated profession (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011). 
Female leaders reported lower perceived leadership self-efficacy than their male counterparts 
(McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-Forment, 2002, 2003). Furthermore, library leaders 
reported lower LSE than their public sector counterparts even though they scored higher in 
ratings by peers and subordinates on nine transformational leadership qualities (Leadership 
Research & Development Limited, 2006). Clearly, self-efficacy development is an important 
area of research for the library sector.  
The Myers Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) was used by Scherdin and Beaubien (1995) to 
determine that the composition of personality types in the librarian population was different 
from what was typical in the population as a whole. The components labelled Introversion, 
Intuition, Thinking and Judging were represented in 63%, 60%, 61% and 66% of librarians 
respectively while in the general population these traits were represented in 35%, 32%, 32% 
and 55% of all females (Scherdin & Beaubien, 1995). Most significantly, the results showed 
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a preference to introversion rather than extroversion in the profession (Romaniuk & 
Haycock, 2011). However, Chan and Drasgow (2001) found that extroversion, not 
introversion, was a predictor of leadership self-efficacy. This has implications for LSE 
development and ultimately leadership in libraries.  
The female dominated library profession appeared to have more challenges with self-
efficacy than other sectors. Whether this was related to or derived from gender, MBTI 
prevalence or whether it was truly particular to the profession is irrelevant for this research. 
Suffice to say that it is a differentiating characteristic of the female dominated profession 
that makes the understanding of how leadership self-efficacy can be developed in librarians 
extremely relevant. The qualities of leaders and the definition of leadership has been the 
same for the library profession as for other sectors, but demographics, personality attributes 
and gender predominance have differentiated the profession and have substantiated the need 
for leadership development and leadership self-efficacy research. Accordingly, the 
leadership development program that was the subject of study was specific to the library 
profession and had been selected on that basis.  
 Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute 
The Northern Exposure to Leadership Program (NELI) was used for this research. It 
represented one program from a group of library leadership development programs generally 
directed at emerging leaders, all of which followed the same philosophy, general content and 
program design and many of which were created by John Shannon and Becky Schreiber. It is 
important to provide a description of the program so that the context can be appraised by 
potential users of the research. The ability for users of the research to evaluate the surface 
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similarity, rule out irrelevancies and make discriminations is important to the generalizability 
of the research (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). 
NELI was a six day, experiential learning based program for emerging leaders held at a 
mountain retreat in Canada where it incorporated the themes of visioning, curiosity and 
daring, integrity, and personal growth (Ingles, Adams, & Romaniuk, 2007). The program 
was based on transformational leadership theory as adapted by Bennis (2003) which focused 
on four leadership attributes: an ability to engage others by creating shared meaning, a 
distinct voice which demonstrates self-confidence, purpose and a sense of self, integrity, and 
adaptive capacity; the latter characterized by the ability to respond to relentless change 
through acting and then evaluating actions rather than the more traditional response to 
collect and analyze data and then act.  
Participants were assigned to teams for the duration of the program to facilitate peer to 
peer learning. Mentors provided guidance to the teams and to individuals throughout the 
institute. The program incorporated time for reflection, celebration and networking. The 
program content included: knowing oneself, leading oneself, working in teams, leading 
teams, leadership theory, visioning, power and influence, communication, motivation, 
feedback, trust, personal growth and development, conflict resolution, change management, 
interpersonal relationships and interpersonal conflict, problem solving and risk taking.  
The program has run continually since its inception in 1994. A formal evaluation based 
on participant self-reporting was indicative that it has been successful in providing 
knowledge and influencing behaviour. While it has not been the cause of career progression 
and professional engagement, it has been cited as one of the factors contributing to both of 
these outcomes (Ingles et al., 2006; Sorenson, 2008). Most notably, participants have 
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indicated that they believe that one of the greatest benefits has been an increase in self-
confidence (Sorenson, 2008).  
 
1.6. Methodology 
The study adopted pragmatism as a research paradigm to support the mixed methods 
embedded research design. Pragmatism inherently supports mixed methods research. Among 
other philosophical characteristics, pragmatism embodies the notion that the research 
question is of primary importance and thus the methods and world view are subservient to 
the question (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007; Greene & Hall, 2010; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 
2010). In giving the research question primary importance, pragmatism effectively dismissed 
the theoretical arguments espoused by Guba and Lincoln (1989) related to the 
incompatibility of quantitative and qualitative methodologies and those presented by Crotty 
(1998) suggesting potential incompatibility of post-positivist and constructivist paradigms 
within a given research design. Social Cognitive Theory and the Self-efficacy construct, 
Transformational Leadership theory as well as Evaluation theory provided the frameworks 
for the research.  
The embedded research design, QUAN (qual), placed the priority on the quantitative 
experimental design that responded to the first research question, how does participation by 
emerging leaders in a library leadership development program affect their leadership self-
efficacy. The qualitative survey addressed the duality of the research problem and the second 
and third research questions, what content and structural elements in a program are relevant 
to the development of leadership self-efficacy in participants and how do these attributes 
affect leadership self-efficacy. Open-ended survey questions provided the rich context for 
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the experimental results and best addressed the complexity and multi-dimensional nature of 
leadership, self-efficacy and social cognitive theory.  
The Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI) randomly selected 86 emerging 
leaders from the qualifying applicants to attend one of the next two program offerings. To 
maintain the conditions of a true experiment, the 86 successful participants were randomly 
assigned to one of two equal program cohorts. The first cohort experienced the program, the 
intervention, in December, 2010 while the second cohort experienced the intervention in 
February 2012.  
For the purposes of this research, the second cohort acted as a control group to the first 
cohort in the pretest-posttest control group design. The 39 members of the test group and the 
32 members of the control group who completed the required Ethical Review Board 
documentation and agreed to participate in the research were required to complete the 
Leadership Questionnaire at three intervals; immediately before the first intervention, the 
pretest; one month after the first intervention, the posttest; and then seven months after the 
completion of the first intervention, the delayed posttest.  
The online Leadership Questionnaire was comprised of eight multi-part demographic 
questions and the 88 questions adapted from the Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory that was 
developed by Anderson, Krajewski, Goffin, and Jackson (2008) to measure leadership self-
efficacy. The Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory (LSEI) measured leadership self-efficacy 
across the broadest and most comprehensive interpretation of leadership. The experimental 
results were derived from the scores on the LSEI and analyzed with descriptive and 
inferential statistics including independent t-tests, ANOVA, ANCOVA and the Johnson-
Neyman Procedure as appropriate for the pretest-posttest equivalent control group design. 
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The 39 participants assigned to the test group also completed six questions in a 
comprehensive, pen and paper, qualitative survey at the end of their intervention that formed 
the basis of the qualitative investigation. Results were reviewed, coded and analyzed 
consistent with a qualitative content analysis including thematic and pattern analyses. The 
quantitative and qualitative results were integrated to clarify the results and derive additional 
findings.  
 
1.7. Significance of the Research 
The methodology and outcomes of the research should be of interest not only to the 
research community but to library managers, leaders and professional organizations 
interested in the development of emerging leaders in the following areas: 
 Methodology and Research Design 
o The mixed methods research design with experimental quantitative research 
and an embedded qualitative design and underlying pragmatic research 
philosophy is directly applicable to leadership programs that could adopt the 
model for the purpose of ongoing program evaluation research. Mixed 
methods designs are increasingly popular in social science research, including 
evaluation, which had traditionally embraced a post-positivist and quantitative 
focus (Greene, 2007) later acknowledging the value of a qualitative focus 
(Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1991).  
o In particular, library leadership development programs would benefit from a 
more rigorous evaluation that would be enabled through a methodologically 
sound evaluation framework (Mason & Wetherbee, 2004) such as that 
provided herein.  
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o Given the importance of leadership self-efficacy to leadership development 
and leadership emergence (Benson &Campbell, 2007; Kouzes & Posner, 
2007; Popper & Mayseless, 2007; Tubbs & Schulz, 2006; Wallis & 
McLoughlin, 2007), the tools and processes for measuring leadership self-
efficacy used herein merit further practical and theoretical consideration.  
 Leadership Program Development 
o The research provides direction on program structure and components to those 
who are looking for models on which to base new programs. The research 
helps to address the deficiency in scholarly research on leadership 
development programming (Collins, 2001). 
o The research potentially enhances the content and structure of leadership 
development programs directed at emerging leaders.  
o The research increases awareness as to how integral leadership self-efficacy is 
to leadership development and attainment of other program outcomes.  
 Program Evaluation 
o The research should be valuable to sponsors and funding agencies in the 
evaluation of leadership development programs and in developing models for 
program evaluation. 
o The research should result in a library community who is better informed as to 
the best practices in leadership programming, program evaluation and in 
making wise financial investments in these programs.  
o The research addresses a gap in existing research in that it explores the 
relationship between leadership program design, including content and 
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structure, and the leadership self-efficacy in participants; a perceived outcome 
of many leadership development interventions and a requisite to assuming 
leadership roles, using leadership skills and competencies and demonstrating 
leadership behaviours (Hannah et al., 2008).  
  Leadership Self-efficacy Development  
o  The research confirms that an appropriately structured leadership 
development program for emerging leaders has a positive, lasting effect on 
leadership self-efficacy.  
o The research provides direction as to which participants potentially benefit the 
most from a leadership development intervention. 
o The research provides insights as to how leadership programs might maximize 
gains in leadership self-efficacy for all participants.  
 
1.8. Limitations of the Research 
As with any research conducted on a single program at a single period in time, the 
generalizability of the findings may be impaired (Weiss, 1972). However, experimental 
research inherently has had issues of external validity because the research has been 
conducted with specific units (participants), with specific treatments, with specific 
observations and in specific settings (Cronbach, 1982). The pragmatic paradigm and mixed 
methods research emphasized the primary importance of the research question (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) suggested that external validity, a 
quantitative concept, and transferability, a qualitative concept, are similar. Furthermore, 
inherent in transferability is the notion of thick descriptions of the research context. Similarly 
external validity encompasses population, settings and time. Thus, to avoid confusion 
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external validity and transferability are referred to in mixed methods research as inference 
transferability (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).  
Given the pragmatic research paradigm and the rich description of the context of this 
research, potential users would be able to make their own determination as to the 
comparability and applicability of the findings. Thus, the research has value but the 
inference transferability will be dependent on the context of the potential user. Support for 
this assertion is found in the Grounded Theory of Causal Generalization (Shadish et al., 
2002). The research continues to have applicability for the particular experimental 
intervention (leadership development program) that was the subject of the investigation and 
for those considering the creation of new leadership development interventions.  
The sample size for the experiment was not large, N=79, but sufficient for a reasonably 
powerful analysis. However, when results were examined by gender, the sample size for 
males who participated in the research, n=10 was less than desirable as in certain phases the 
male test group size was n=5 and the control group n=3. Gender based results have to be 
interpreted with caution until they can be replicated in subsequent research.  
The Leadership Self-efficacy Inventory developed by Anderson et al. (2008) was used to 
measure leadership self-efficacy. The 88 item scale embodied 18 dimensions of leadership 
and the underlying work to establish the scale was extensive. The scale was appropriate to 
the definition of leadership adopted herein and was the best fit based on the factors 
associated with scale development. The sample sizes associated with the research and with 
any other similar library leadership intervention were not sufficient to conduct confirmatory 
factor analysis. Thus, it was impossible to verify the appropriateness of the scale to the 
construct. However, the test-retest reliability ranged from .780 to .911 and internal 
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consistency measured as Cronbach’s alpha for each of the 18 dimensions ranged from .66 to 
.94 and for the scale overall, ranged from .98-.99. Thus, there were reasonable expectations 
that the scale in its format reasonably addressed the construct even though confirmatory 
factor analysis was not undertaken.  
There has been considerable debate as to whether gain scores or ANCOVA with pretest 
scores as a covariate provided better statistical analysis, with researchers divided in their 
stance. Gain scores best addressed research questions that compared groups while the 
comparison of individuals with comparable pretest scores inherent in ANCOVA was best to 
evaluate questions that considered individuals (Fitzmaurice, Laird, & Ware, 2004). Since 
both group and individual related hypotheses were included in the research, both gain scores 
and pretest comparisons through ANCOVA were conducted. However, some researchers 
would disagree with this strategy.  
A second statistical limitation related to the application of the Johnson-Neyman procedure 
when the assumptions of ANCOVA were violated. Research suggested that the Johnson-
Neyman procedure was a reasonable alternative (D’Alonzo, 2004; Karpman, 1983; Oshima, 
2012a). However, structural equation modelling (SEM) was an alternative approach. While 
increasing in popularity, SEM was not adopted. The use of SEM was outside the bounds of 
this investigation. Given the nature of the sample sizes and the results obtained with the 
analysis methodology adopted, it was not certain that SEM would have provided any 
enhancement to the analysis.  
 
1.9. Delimitations 
This research, like all research, was bounded. The research was focused on librarians and 
emerging leaders. Thus, the research questions were addressed in the context of a particular 
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library leadership development intervention conducted in Canada for emerging library 
leaders.  
 
1.10. Overview of the Document 
Chapter Two of this document provides a context for the research both in a discussion of 
the theoretical framework rooted in social cognitive theory, leadership theory and the 
construct of self-efficacy and in a review of the pertinent literature. The review of the 
literature not only establishes a framework and direction for the research but also 
demonstrates the gap in current research relating to self-efficacy, leadership development 
programs and the content and structure within those programs that is relevant to leadership 
self-efficacy development, particularly in a library setting. Much of the review of the 
literature has already been included in a publication by Romaniuk and Haycock (2011). 
 Chapter Three outlines the selection of the research paradigm, pragmatism, which 
underpins the research design. It also discusses evaluation theory that guides the 
methodological design. The chapter presents the research problem, purpose and questions. 
An overview of the methodology relating to the mixed methods embedded, experimental 
after-intervention design, as well as the setting, participants and research ethics approvals 
associated with the proposed research, are also contained in this chapter.  
Chapter Four continues with the methods by further exploring the quantitative 
experimental pretest-posttest equivalent control group design as well as the instruments, data 
collection processes and timing associated with the quantitative data collection and 
measurement, including the questionnaire and leadership self-efficacy inventory. The 
selection of the self-efficacy scale or inventory and the validation of the measure therein are 
also discussed in this chapter. The chapter outlines the statistical methods used for the 
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subsequent data analysis. Next, the chapter includes a discussion of the embedded qualitative 
method including the data collection, survey instrument, participant selection and the 
processes associated with the thematic analysis. An overview of the pilot studies as well as 
the validity and reliability of results are also reviewed in the chapter.  
Chapter Five presents the results of the quantitative investigation in a statistical format 
using inferential statistics. The chapter also summarizes the findings from the qualitative 
content analysis and thematic analysis and discusses the major themes and patterns that 
emerged. The integrated findings derived from the experimental results combined with those 
from the qualitative investigation are also included. The chapter presents the results without 
any significant interpretation. Interpretation follows in Chapter Six.  
Chapter Six entails an analysis and discussion of both the quantitative findings and the 
qualitative findings individually. It also presents the integration or mixing of the quantitative 
and qualitative components in the interpretation of the results. Purposively selected self-
efficacy results from the quantitative investigation were analyzed and interpreted in concert 
with the corresponding qualitative results. The discussion offers explanation and support for 
the findings as rooted in the underlying theory and literature and outlines the findings that 
contribute to new knowledge and the body of research.  
Finally, Chapter Seven concludes with an overall summary of the findings, the 
recommendations arising and the implications therein. It discusses the generalizability of the 
results and practical extension of the findings to other settings. Included in this final chapter 
are the limitations and delimitations of the research. The chapter outlines the significance of 
the findings and the overall contribution to the body of research. Opportunities and 
suggestions for further research arising from this study are also presented. 
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CHAPTER 2 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
	
2.1. Introduction  
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a context for the research that first measured the 
relationship between the development of leadership self-efficacy and participation in a 
formal leadership development intervention, the latter which has been increasingly common 
in the library profession as a mechanism for developing leaders, and secondly explored the 
relationship between the content and the structure of a library leadership development 
program and leadership self-efficacy in participants. The chapter begins by providing 
definitions for the relevant terms and concepts that clarified and limited the domain of the 
research. Next, the chapter reviews the theory of social cognition, which includes the 
construct of self-efficacy, and which together with the theories of leadership established a 
framework for the research and for the construct of leadership self-efficacy. The chapter 
presents the relevant literature on leadership development in general and specific to the 
library profession, on leadership self-efficacy, on the effect of self-efficacy on leadership and 
on the enhancement of leadership self-efficacy through leadership development 
interventions. A review of the relevant literature on leadership development program 
evaluation both within the library sector and beyond provides the context for the 
investigation of program content and attributes. It also identifies the linkages between the 
rationale for leadership development, leadership effectiveness, and leadership self-efficacy. 
Finally, the chapter identifies the gaps in the research that merited the current investigation. 
Significant content from this chapter, particularly from sections 2.7, 2.09 and 2.10, has 
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already been subjected to a double-blind peer review and published in the Australian Library 
Journal by Romaniuk and Haycock (2011).  
 
2.2. Definitions 
Making sense of the research entailed understanding the context and usage of terminology 
that might have been perceived as common but for which there were multiple possible 
interpretations. To ensure that there was a common understanding of both complex topics 
and those that might be subject to various interpretations, several key concepts have been 
defined. 
 Leadership 
The first of these complex concepts was leadership. Leadership has so many definitions 
that most theorists have not defined the construct specifically but discussed the philosophy, 
purpose, properties and key elements instead. Thus, I have simply described the philosophy 
and properties of leadership, from the perspective of this research rather than attempting a 
common definition.  
Leadership is an increasingly complex multilevel phenomenon that encompasses the 
interactions between the leader and the social and organizational environments (Dalakoura, 
2010; Day & Harrison, 2007). Leadership does not end with highly developed individual 
leaders but entails an ongoing, interactive process to develop connections between individual 
leaders and followers to bring about shared, distributed and collected and connected 
leadership capacity in organizations. Thus, leadership considers not only the human capital 
associated with individual leaders but the social capital of organizations (Bilhuber Galli & 
Muller-Stewens, 2012; Day, 2000). Given the collaborative nature of libraries, arguably the 
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social capital and context for leadership is not limited to the individual library organizations 
but rather extends to the larger community of libraries.  
For the purposes of this research, it was important to understand and differentiate 
leadership from management. Leadership and management have been seen as 
complementary, but management has been related to the smooth operation of an 
organization, while leadership has entailed establishing a vision, setting direction, aligning 
priorities for the purpose of producing useful change (Kotter, 1990). Furthermore, "managers 
are people who do things right and leaders are people who do the right thing" (Bennis & 
Nanus, 1985, p. 21). In essence, leadership is difficult to define but all definitions 
incorporate two elements, process and influence (Antonakis et al., 2004). In reality 
leadership often manifests itself as headship or in hierarchical structures, often associated 
with management. Yukl (1989, 2006) referred to the practice of leadership in a management 
setting or within an organizational context as managerial leadership. Thus, leadership 
“reflects the assumption that it involves a process whereby intentional influence is exerted 
by one person over other people to guide, structure, and facilitate activity and relationships 
in a group or organization” (Yukl, 2006, p. 3). This research is concerned with leadership, 
not management per se, but acknowledges that the context for leadership is within headship 
or management. Thus, while the focus of the research is on leadership, the concept of 
leadership inherent in the research will acknowledge the context of managerial leadership or 
management. As Yukl (1989, p. 253) suggested "whenever feasible, leadership research 
should be designed to provide information relevant to the entire range of definitions, so that 
over time it will be possible to compare the utility of different concepts and arrive at some 
consensus on the matter." 
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 Leader development versus Leadership development 
Several theorists have differentiated leader development from leadership development. 
However, leader development and leadership development have been used interchangeably 
in literature. The distinction is critical as the concepts are quite distinct. 
Day and Harrison (2007) contended that while leadership has been understood as a 
complex concept with multilevel perspectives, leadership development has not been afforded 
the same rigorous examination or understanding. Traditionally, leadership development has 
focused only on the leader and thus the development of human capital or intrapersonal skills 
rather than on the relationships between leaders and followers or in the context of the 
organizational climate and culture, between peers and supervisors, the social capital 
(Bilhuber Galli & Muller-Stewens, 2012; Day, 2000). Thus, building and enhancing 
intrapersonal skills and competence within the individual represented leader development 
while leadership development encompassed interpersonal skills and competencies such as 
developing relationships and social networks in the context of teams and organizations (Day, 
2000; Olivares, Peterson, & Hess, 2007; Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004). 
Leadership development therefore, involves an integration strategy to assist people in 
relating to one another, to coordinate their efforts and build commitments and to develop 
extended social networks using self-knowledge to gain an understanding of social and 
organization imperatives (Day, 2000, p. 586). Thus, leadership development is more than 
intrapersonal skills development but rather a social phenomenon when leadership learning 
takes place within a social context (Olivares et al., 2007).  
The foundation for all leadership development, however, must be individual leader 
development. Individuals begin the leadership process by developing intrapersonal skills so 
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that they can adequately cope in challenging contexts which they otherwise could not. 
Leader development occurs as a leader gains a better understanding of self and develops a 
more complex and integrated identity as a leader (Day, 2000). While individual leader 
development is essential for leadership, it is, in itself, not sufficient for leadership to occur 
(Olivares et al., 2007). 
 The focus on the individual has been the predominant focus of leadership research (Day, 
2000; Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004; Van Velsor, McCauley, & Moxley, 1998). None the 
less, it has failed to consider the complexity of leadership and the necessity of the interaction 
between the leader and the organization in which they lead (Day, 2000; Van Velsor & 
McCauley, 2004). By definition, leadership development naturally encompasses leader 
development. Moreover, Day (2000) posited and Bilhuber Galli and Muller-Stewens (2012) 
confirmed that when leadership development incorporated appropriately integrated and 
sequenced elements associated with human capital or leader development such as feedback, 
self-reflection, mentoring, development of networks and active learning, then social capital 
or leadership development was also enhanced. Thus, most leadership development 
interventions have incorporated both leader and leadership development. This study has 
differentiated the two concepts where appropriate, but has recognized for the purposes of 
leadership programs, that the broader concept of leadership development encompasses the 
more limited concept of leader development.  
The intervention that was the subject of investigation sought to not only develop the 
intrapersonal skills of the leader but encouraged the emerging leaders to explore 
relationships in the context of organizations and their culture and climate. As the 
intervention focused on the broader concept of leadership development rather than leader 
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development, the research also adopted the more encompassing concept of leadership 
development.  
 Leader self-efficacy versus Leadership self-efficacy 
Not unlike the differentiation between leader development and leadership development, 
leader self-efficacy can be differentiated from leadership self-efficacy. Leader self-efficacy 
is defined as: leaders’ (followers’) beliefs in their perceived capabilities to organize the 
positive psychological capabilities, motivation, means, collective resources and course of 
action required to attain effective, sustainable performance across their various leadership 
roles, demand and contexts (Hannah et al., 2008, p. 670). This can be differentiated from 
leadership self-efficacy that is comprised of the interrelationships between leader efficacy, 
follower efficacy and collective efficacy. Leadership efficacy has a significantly broader 
context and acknowledges that a leader is dependent on the organization and the followers 
with whom he or she interacts. Most leadership research has not differentiated leader self-
efficacy from leadership self-efficacy but rather has used the term leadership self-efficacy 
(Hannah et al., 2008). This research considered the efficacy associated with the application 
of both intrapersonal skills and knowledge and interpersonal skills and knowledge and the 
relationships developed therein. When referring to constructs investigated within the scope 
of this study, the term leadership self-efficacy has been used to clearly delineate the context 
of the concept. The term leader self-efficacy has been used only in reference to original 
research that had incorporated that terminology. 
 Emerging leaders 
Research in teacher self-efficacy has shown that novice teachers exhibited lower mean 
self-efficacy scores than did experienced teachers (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Popper 
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(2005) suggested that the first or early leadership experiences were the most formative and 
influential because transformational development occurred at critical moments in a leader's 
life. Thus, it is important to distinguish emerging leaders as a subset of leaders. Emerging 
leaders have been defined in a library context as those individuals who have been recognized 
by peers and library leaders for their leadership potential but who generally have had fewer 
than seven years of professional experience, minimal engagement in a leadership capacity 
and fewer than two years of management experience.  
 Training versus Development versus Education 
 The three terms are often used interchangeably in literature. Training is related to the job 
and oriented toward problem solving while development refers to learning for the general 
growth of the individual and the organization (Nadler, 1984). Development is not necessarily 
directly related to the job. Leadership education tends to be formal, structured and inclusive 
of learning activities within educational environments such that it is but one component of 
leadership development that is a continuous process (Brungardt, 1997). This research is 
focused on development.  
 Self-efficacy versus self-confidence                                                                                                  
Bandura (1997) suggests that confidence is a colloquial term used extensively in sports 
psychology. Furthermore, “confidence is a nondescript term that refers to strength of belief 
but does not necessarily specify what the certainty is about” (Bandura, 1997, p. 382) while 
“perceived self-efficacy refers to belief in one’s power to produce given levels of 
attainment” (p. 382). Thus, self-confidence has no construct embedded in a theoretical 
system and self-efficacy is the appropriate terminology. However, many researchers 
continue to refer to the construct of self-efficacy in their research as self-confidence 
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interpreting Bandura’s explanation to mean that the terms are interchangeable. “Self-
confidence is what psychologists refer to as self-efficacy” and can be defined as “the belief 
that one controls one’s own fate” (Antonakis et al., 2004, p. 185). The self-confidence 
development model espoused by Hollenbeck and Hall (2004) identifies four sources of self-
confidence: actual experience, experiences of others, social persuasion and emotional 
arousal. These four sources of self-confidence are identical to the four sources of self-
efficacy identified by Bandura (1977, 1994, 1997). For the most part, leadership literature 
acknowledges Bandura’s definition of self-efficacy and accepts that self-confidence is 
related to self-efficacy although not a construct unto itself (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Thus, the 
research herein will use the term “self-efficacy” as it is based in theory and is a construct. 
However, this study will accept and refer to the term self-confidence when the source 
research uses that term. 
  
2.3. Theoretical Framework – Leadership Theory 
Implicit in leadership development must be an underpinning theory as to what constitutes 
leadership. It would be impossible to contemplate development of something that one did not 
know anything about. While not always apparent, leadership development programs should 
be based on theories (Antonakis et al., 2004). An understanding and consideration of the 
various leadership theories was essential to the design and interpretation of the research and 
the results.  
There were many theories of leadership. However, these theories were contained in the 
four main schools of leadership theory, each with many variants therein: Leader Trait and 
Attributes, Information Processing and Leadership, Situational and Contingency Leadership 
and Transformational Leadership (Antonakis et al., 2004). Even before the emergence of the 
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theories associated with Leader Trait and Attributes, theorists tried to understand and explain 
leadership. The Great Man Theory represented an early attempt to associate leadership with 
heredity. The theory suggested that the ruler used his abilities to shape a nation. The essence 
of the theory was that the leadership elite become leaders because of their superiority and 
that their offspring inherited the qualities to become leaders (Daugherty & Williams, 1997).  
 Leader Trait and Attributes  
At the turn of the century, Trait Theory, which distinguished leaders from followers based 
on a set of behavioural traits, emerged as the popular explanation for leadership. Trait theory 
established five categories of leader attributes: cognitive abilities, personality, motivation, 
social appraisal and interpersonal skills and leader expertise and knowledge (Zaccaro, Kemp, 
& Bader, 2004). Behavioural theories attempted to define the nature of leadership activity 
and the associated patterns of behaviour. Thus, traits were seen as consistent patterns of 
behaviour.  
While trait theory was largely abandoned in the mid-20th century, because of the 
inconsistencies by which they predicted leadership, it continued to have some relevance. 
Leader emergence and effectiveness is affected by traits. Trait theory identified confidence 
as a factor possessed by leaders and thus distinguished leaders from non-leaders (Ayman, 
2004). Hence, the relevance of exploring leadership self-efficacy was established. 
 Information Processing and Leadership  
Most other leadership theories focused on outcomes but this theory focused on the leaders 
and followers and understanding what constituted knowledge, how it was created and how it 
was communicated or shared (Brown, Scott, & Lewis, 2004). According to this theory a 
leader did not simply process knowledge but rather assessed the relevant situation and 
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categorized the subordinates as to whether they were able to fulfill expectations, while 
monitoring the external environment. The theory was derived from the trait based theories 
(Daugherty & Williams, 1997). 
Pygmalion leadership or the Pygmalion effect arose from this theory. It suggested that the 
higher the level of expectations that were set the more likely the subordinates were to 
achieve them and conversely if low expectations were set then there was a likelihood that 
achievement would be at the low level (Brown et al., 2004). The Pygmalion effect 
represented the concept of a self-fulfilling prophecy. Overall, information processing 
theories informed other subsequent theories and the Pygmalion effect related to other 
constructs such as leadership self-efficacy.  
 Situational and Contingency Leadership 
Situational and contingency theories emerged at the same time as work was ongoing on a 
category of theories known as behavioural theories. Situational leadership implied that the 
context was most relevant to leadership effectiveness and emergence (Chemers, 1997). 
Situational theories were quite different than the behavioural theories as they considered the 
social context of leadership rather than limiting the focus of the leadership to the individual 
leader (Ayman, 2004). Essentially three areas of research defined situational leadership: one 
that examined the effect of group communication patterns on leadership, another that 
examined the effect of spatial arrangements on leadership and a third that investigated the 
effect of support and feedback on leadership (Ayman, 2004; Chemers, 1997). Thus, to a 
certain extent research supported the theory that the situation had primary importance in 
determining leader emergence and effectiveness.  
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 Contingency theorists resurrected the notion that leader characteristics were important 
and suggested that leadership effectiveness was a result of the interaction between these 
characteristics and the situation. Leadership effectiveness was determined by three factors: 
the quality of the interpersonal relations between leaders and followers, the nature of the 
assigned group task, and the degree of formal authority to lead given to the leader (Chemers, 
1997; Fiedler, 1967). Contingency models were numerous and were grouped into either trait 
based or behaviour based models (Ayman, 2004). Included as trait models were those 
theories which suggested that relationship oriented leaders were more successful than task 
focused leaders when they had moderate control of the situation but leaders who were more 
focused on task were more effective in situations of both high and low control. Behavioural 
models focused on the relationship between the leader’s decision-making strategy and the 
situation requiring a decision. The theory suggested that this interaction predicted the 
followers’ response and the effectiveness of the decision (Ayman, 2004). Like all theories, 
there was merit to some of the concepts presented even though the theories were not entirely 
substantiated by research.  
 Transformational Leadership  
Transformational leadership was conceived by James MacGregor Burns who focused on 
the nature of the relationship between leaders and followers (Daugherty & Williams, 1997). 
The essential element in the definition was the nature of the relationship with the follower. 
Thus, leadership is tripartite, including the leader, the follower and the organization. 
Transformational leadership was derived from Burn’s postulation that leadership was either 
transactional or transformational. Transactional leadership was founded on the exchange 
theory; leaders offered rewards for performance or withheld rewards for lack of performance 
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(Bass & Riggio, 2006). However, transformational leadership used inspiration and 
stimulation rather than rewards to motivate followers. In doing so transformational leaders 
not only achieved extraordinary outcomes, but enhanced their leadership capacity (Bass & 
Riggio, 2006).  
The major components of transformational leadership include: inspirational motivation, 
individualized consideration, idealized influence and intellectual stimulation. These 
characteristics implied that transformational leaders not only inspired followers to adopt a 
shared vision and set of goals, but they challenged them to be innovative, and they supported 
the leadership development for the followers through coaching, mentoring and by sharing 
responsibilities and providing support (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The results of these actions 
were evident in the followers, who achieved more than expected, took on more challenging 
roles, and who were more satisfied and committed to the organization and the leader.  
Sashkin (2004) suggested that transformational leadership encompasses a range of related 
theories such as: 
 Bass – Performance beyond expectations, what we recognize as transformational 
leadership  
 Bennis – Behaviour strategies of chief executives; discussed in detail below  
 Kouzes and Posner – Best leadership behaviours: challenging the process, 
inspiring a shared vision, enabling others to act, modeling the way, and 
encouraging the heart 
 Kotter and Haskett – How leaders build culture: creation of the need for change, 
developing a vision, communication, encouraging subordinates 
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 Sashkin and Sashkin – Visionary Leadership: communication leadership, credible 
leadership, caring leadership, creative leadership, confident leadership and 
follower centred leadership. 
In addition, primal leadership, as described by Goleman, Boyatzis, and McKee (2002), 
incorporates emotional intelligence as a key factor and should be included as a 
transformational based theory.  
A precursor to transformational leadership as we now understand it was Charismatic 
Leadership. House was the primary proponent of this theory that suggested that all 
charismatic leaders possessed 12 characteristics that could be grouped into three categories, 
personal characteristics, behaviours and situational characteristics (Chemers, 1997). Of the 
personal characteristics the most interesting and relevant to this research and the most 
prominent was extremely high self-confidence levels. Not only was the leader confident but 
willing to impose the confidence on others. All of the behaviours were related to the ability 
of the leader to not only create devoted followers but to have them perform at exceptional 
levels (Chemers, 1997).  
Because so many of the library leadership development programs have been based on the 
interpretation of transformational leadership theory as espoused by Bennis, it was important 
to understand their key elements. There are four leadership competencies: an ability to 
engage others by creating shared meaning, a distinct voice which demonstrates self-
confidence, purpose, and a sense of self, integrity, and adaptive capacity or the ability to 
respond to relentless change through acting and then evaluating actions rather than the more 
traditional response to collect and analyze data before acting (Bennis, 2003). A leader has 
the responsibility for not only creating a guiding vision but for demonstrating passion both 
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for the vision and the organization. Bennis’ research supports the assertion that integrity is 
the basis for trust. Trust is a product of leadership rather than an attribute. Curiosity and 
daring, including risk taking and the acceptance of failure as part of the learning process are 
also important leadership attributes. While mentors are important to the development of 
leaders, knowing oneself should be a prerequisite to other leadership development activities 
(Bennis, 2003). 
The theory of transformational leadership is rooted in the notion that leaders must be 
supportive of followers. The connection and importance of the leader-follower relationship 
informed decisions related to leader versus leadership development and supported the 
distinction between leader self-efficacy and leadership self-efficacy. In spite of the current 
predominance of transformation leadership theories, other theories continue to exist in 
practice. While leadership development interventions have a moderately positive effect on 
performance outcomes, the effect when the program was founded on newer 
(transformational) or traditional theories of leadership was not significantly different 
(Avolio, Reichard, Hannah, Walumbwa, & Chan, 2009). Thus, the performance related 
findings in the existing body of research that was conducted in a leadership context other 
than that of transformational leadership were relevant to the research herein.  
Transformational leadership theories dominate the literature, organizations and the 
leadership development programs. Furthermore, a meta-analytic review of 25 years of 
research determined that transformational leadership was positively associated with not only 
influence on followers but on team and organizational performance (Wang, Oh, Courtright, 
& Colbert, 2011). Moreover, transformational leadership was more positively related to 
performance in the context of leadership rather than task completion (Wang et al., 2011). 
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Thus, transformational leadership theory is very important to understanding the content and 
structure in leadership development programs and the importance of self-efficacy to 
leadership and leadership development. Self-efficacy is a fundamental characteristic of a 
transformational leader. Self-efficacy is a pre-requisite to transformational leadership, 
because without it, transformational leaders would neither lead nor transform followers 
(Antonakis et al., 2004). Thus, understanding how a leadership development intervention 
affects self-efficacy is relevant to transformational leadership. 
 
2.4. Theoretical Framework – Social Cognitive Theory 
Leadership, particularly transformational leadership, implies that understanding 
leadership behaviours is fundamental to understanding leadership. Thus, it was important to 
root this research in behavioural theory. Most behavioural theory has focused on control and 
the importance of control to human functioning. Bandura (1997, 2001) suggested that in 
seeking control, individuals attempt to exert personal influence by using their cognitive 
processes, beliefs and self-regulatory capabilities, all of which are mechanisms of human 
agency. Human agency, therefore, represents the intentional acts undertaken by individuals 
to influence particular outcomes, but acknowledges that these acts only contribute to the 
final outcomes and are not the sole determinants (Bandura, 1997, 2001). Social Cognitive 
Theory (SCT) explains the reciprocal relationships among the multi-faceted element, human 
agency, behaviour and the environment as triadic reciprocal causation. As personal agency is 
most influenced by self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), there was a clear connection of self-
efficacy to human agency, social cognitive theory and ultimately to leadership behaviour.  
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2.4.1. Human Agency 
Human agency has been described by Bandura (1997) in terms of the interdependent 
causal structure labelled Triadic Reciprocal Causation which is the foundation for Social 
Cognitive Theory (SCT). Agency has three aspects: personal agency, proxy agency and 
collective agency. Proxy agency is invoked when others act on one's behalf. Collective 
agency is associated with group effort. Personal agency refers to these acts done by an 
individual with intent, that is, “the power to originate actions for given purposes" (Bandura, 
1997, p. 3). Thus, intentionality is one of the key characteristics of agency along with 
forethought, motivation, self-regulation, and self-reflection. These characteristics apply to 
any of the three facets of agency. 
While regulators or motivators work interdependently through forethought to effect 
agency, perceived self-efficacy is the factor that influences all other determinants (Bandura, 
1997). Thus, self-efficacy is the most important factor in human agency. If people believe 
that they can achieve an outcome, they will attempt that outcome (Bandura, 1997). Perceived 
efficacy not only influences the level of motivation but the choice of activities undertaken.  
 
2.4.2. Triadic Reciprocal Causation 
To explain the relationships between the wish to have control over one's destiny, expected 
outcomes, behaviour, and the environment early theories posited that an individual could be 
both an agent and an object. A person was an agent when they attempted to influence 
outcomes in the environment, but an object when one influenced themselves through self-
reflection. Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) represents a significant change from previous 
theories in that it rejects the duality of the agent-object role. "The self is not split into object 
and agent; rather, in self-reflection and self-influence, individuals are simultaneously agent 
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and object " (Bandura, 1997, p. 5). Instead, SCT explains human behaviour and 
psychological functioning in terms of triadic reciprocal causation. SCT posits that there are 
three elements: behaviour, cognitive and personal factors and the environment that explain 
psychological functioning and that these three factors are not only dependent on one another, 
but they interact with each other bi-directionally (Bandura, 1997; Wood & Bandura, 1989).  
Reciprocal causation does not suggest that the three factors are all equal in strength nor 
does it suggest that the reciprocity occurs at the same time. Furthermore, bi-directionality 
implies “people are both products and producers of their environments” (Wood & Bandura, 
1989, p. 362). The tripartite relationship explains why in spite of best efforts, individuals fail 
and why the application of similar effort in different situations does not necessarily yield 
success. The relationship is depicted in the Figure 2-1 (Bandura, 1986, p. 24; Bandura, 1997, 
p. 6; Wood & Bandura, 1989, p. 362). 
Figure 2-1 Triadic Reciprocal Causation  
 
 
Relationship 1 – Behaviour and Personal Factors 
 The relationship between personal factors, including how a person thinks, has an 
effect on how they act. Conversely, how they act influences future thinking: 
cognitive, vicarious, self-regulatory, self-reflective and biological processes 
(Bandura, 1997; Wood & Bandura, 1989). 
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Relationship 2 – Personal Factors and the Environment 
 The relationship between personal factors, including cognitive, vicarious, self-
regulatory, self-reflective and biological processes, how a person thinks, has an 
effect on the environment including the social structures and systems that they 
establish. Conversely, the social structures, rules, roles and social systems affect 
how a person thinks (Bandura, 1997).  
Relationship 3 – Environment and Behaviour 
 The relationship between the environment including social structures, rules, roles 
and systems has an effect on and human behaviour, that is how an individual 
reacts to the social systems. Conversely, how one responds to the environment has 
an effect on social structures that comprise the environment (Bandura, 1997).   
SCT is based on a multifaceted structure that addresses both the development of 
competencies and the regulation of action (Bandura, 1997). The two central cognitive 
components of SCT are outcome expectations (personal goals) and self-efficacy, both of 
which are derived from experience. Behaviour is related to personal goals and self-efficacy 
through mediating mechanisms such as individual motivation, direction, effort, persistence 
and task strategy development (McCormick, 2001). The resulting experiences are subject to 
self-reflection and can produce changes in self-efficacy or outcome expectations.  
In an organizational setting triadic reciprocity is concerned with not only personal agency 
but collective agency. Groups develop task plans through cognitive processes and guide the 
behaviours that have in turn have affect the task environment or organization (McCormick, 
2001). McCormick (2001) related the social cognitive process to leadership and 
hypothesized that the three elements of triadic reciprocity could be represented as leader 
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cognition or self-efficacy for the leadership task, leader behaviours and a leadership 
environment or organization and that the variations in the three variables were what 
accounted for differences in leadership effectiveness. The relationship between leadership 
and triadic reciprocity is shown in Figure 2-2. 
Figure 2-2 Leadership and Triadic Reciprocal Causation 
 
 
 
 
 
2.4.3. Forethought, Regulators and Motivators 
Inherent in the construct of Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) is human agency and the 
mechanisms known as regulators and motivators that operate through forethought. 
Forethought encompasses several processes such as envisioning potential likely outcomes, 
ascertaining the desired outcomes and gathering knowledge about the preferred future 
(Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997) also suggested that outcome expectancies may be 
influenced by past behaviour or by observations of others’ experiences and they may be 
modified based on an assessment of one’s own actions.  
Regulators and motivators include:  
 Mastery Modeling 
Human development would be impaired if learning resulted only from direct 
experiences. Vicarious processes are those that allow one to learn from others’ actions 
and the consequences or outcomes of those actions. Thus, observational learning 
enhances the efficient development of new intellectual, social, and behavioural skill and 
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competencies (Bandura, 1997; Wood & Bandura, 1989). Wood and Bandura (1989) 
outlined the four mechanisms that govern modeling: 
o attentional processes - determine what people observe,  
o representational processes - contextualize information to improve retention 
and recall, 
o behavioural production processes – select the best actions after comparing 
the information in memory to the current situation, 
o motivational processes – determine whether acquired knowledge and skills 
will be used to influence behaviour based on direct, vicarious and self-
produced incentives. 
 Self-Regulation 
Individuals can self-regulate or influence their thoughts, motivation emotional states 
and behaviours. Self-regulation allows an individual to monitor and evaluate the 
behaviour they initiate (Bandura, 1997), manage emotions (Wood & Bandura, 1989), 
set goals and take responsibility for determining the task environment rather than simply 
reacting to the environment (McCormick, 2001). Human action is regulated by a 
multilevel system of controls. Bandura (1997) suggested that cognitive processes 
determine the level of control that one imposes such that routine activities typically 
require little cognitive control. However, Bandura clarified that when routine activities 
fail to achieve the expected result, then the activity is reappraised and more self-
regulatory control is imposed.  
One aspect of self-regulation is tied to perceived self-efficacy. Self-regulation works 
through perceived self-efficacy in that an individual may possess the skills required to 
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complete a task but if they do not believe that they can accomplish the task they may 
not apply the skills (Wood & Bandura, 1989).  
 Self-Reflection 
Self-referent thought is the vehicle by which an individual assesses personal efficacy 
and the accuracy of the appraisal (Bandura, 1997). Self-reflection, incorporating self-
referent thought, is a pre-requisite for control of behaviours and thoughts. Prior history, 
efficacy beliefs and emotional states are considered in the assessment process.  
 Outcome Expectancy 
As one of the two central cognitive components of SCT, it was important to both define 
outcome expectancies and differentiate them from the other component, self-efficacy. 
Bandura (1997) defined perceived self-efficacy as "one's ability to organize and execute 
given types of performances"(p. 21). In contrast, Bandura noted that outcome expectancies 
or expectations entail the beliefs about the results ensuing from various levels of 
performance such that outcome expectations are not actions but arise from actions. That is, 
"a performance is an accomplishment; an outcome is something that follows from it" 
(Bandura, 1997, p. 22). Bandura elaborates on the relationship between self-efficacy and 
outcomes expectations indicating that outcome expectations are "a judgement of the likely 
consequences such performances will produce" (p. 21).  
The relationships between self-efficacy beliefs, behaviour and outcome expectations are 
complex. As humans we have an innate desire for control but under the tenets of SCT have 
to acknowledge that we are not the sole determinants of outcomes. The belief about whether 
actions will affect outcomes is known as locus of control (Bandura, 1997). This is a different 
concept from perceived self-efficacy that makes no judgement about a potential outcome. 
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Perceived self-efficacy is a good predictor of behaviour while locus of control is not 
(Bandura, 1997). Moreover, outcome expectations can be influenced by perceived efficacy 
beliefs but the individual and the situation govern the degree. A person who expects a certain 
outcome, a reward or accolade etc. from a level of performance is not likely to undertake the 
performance if they do not believe that they can attain a desired level of performance. Thus, 
self-efficacy is singularly predictive. Confusion between the delineators of performance and 
outcomes can lead to misunderstanding as to predictive ability of outcomes. That is, if a 
performance level is misconstrued as an outcome, then it is easy to make erroneous 
conclusions about the relationships between outcome expectancy and behaviour. 
Nonetheless, Bandura cautions that the "lack of independent predictiveness does not mean 
that outcome expectations are unimportant to human behavior" (p. 24). Instead, individuals 
are motivated to take action when they believe that they can achieve the desired performance 
and when the outcome expectations suggest that the effort is worthwhile (Bandura, 1997).  
Social Cognitive Theory underpins the construct of self-efficacy but self-efficacy is 
clearly the most important factor in human agency, the power to initiate actions for the 
purpose of achieving an outcome. Thus, research related to the construct of self-efficacy is 
informed by the importance of self-efficacy to behaviour and behavioural outcomes. 
Evidence for the validity of social cognitive theory is very strong. It is used as the theoretical 
foundation for the leadership model (McCormick, 2001). The theory is particularly 
important to the study of leadership and the effectiveness of leadership. The self-regulation 
framework is directly applicable to the leadership process in that the leadership environment 
is a complex and ever changing task setting, thus requiring engagement in self-regulation 
(McCormick, 2001).  
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2.5. Theoretical Framework – Self-Efficacy 
Perceived self-efficacy is the key component in social cognitive theory because it acts 
upon all of the other determinants therein. Efficacy beliefs involve the exercise of control 
over actions, motivation, affective states and the regulation of thought processes (Bandura, 
1997). Self-efficacy beliefs are the determining factor in how one feels, thinks, motivates 
oneself and behaves. As a motivational construct it affects choices, goals, effort, emotions, 
coping and persistence (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). The construct of perceived self-efficacy can 
be defined as “people’s beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of 
performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives” (Bandura, 1994, p. 
71).  
The goal of leadership development programs is to create individuals who will perform as 
leaders. Thus, understanding the predictors of performance or leadership is critical to 
developing and facilitating the behaviour. Bandura (1997) emphasized that while self-
efficacy is neither a measure of competency nor skill level, it is the predominant predictor of 
performance. Effective functioning requires both skill and self-efficacy, such that different 
individuals with the same skill sets may perform poorly or brilliantly depending on their 
levels of their individual perceived self-efficacy for the task (Bandura, 1997). Because self-
efficacy is a domain specific construct, a single individual in different settings may perform 
differently in those settings. Such is the relationship between self-efficacy and performance. 
Self-efficacy determines whether one will undertake a desired action or performance not 
whether they will succeed or be good at it, but those with higher levels of self-efficacy are 
more likely to succeed or persevere to succeed (Bandura, 1997).  
44 
	
Even when adequate skills are present, low levels of self-efficacy are likely to result in an 
undesirable performance. Bandura (1997) noted that low self-efficacy negatively affects 
outcome expectations, effort and perseverance such that difficult tasks can be particularly 
daunting. Stress and depression as well as the disregard for knowledge and skills are 
common in those with low task self-efficacy while those with high levels of efficacy are 
resilient and productively apply knowledge and skills to achieve the desired performance 
even when the challenges are almost insurmountable (Bandura, 1994, 1997). Such is the 
power of self-efficacy  
Perceived self-efficacy should be differentiated from self-esteem. Self-esteem is a 
judgement one makes about one's self worth. Self-worth is not derived from self-efficacy, 
nor does lack of self-efficacy negatively affect self-worth (Bandura, 1997). Self-worth is not 
linked to performance. While a complex phenomenon unto itself, self-esteem cannot be 
construed as interrelated with self-efficacy and thus is not examined in this research.  
Self-efficacy is malleable and thus is affected by learning, experience and feedback (Gist 
& Mitchell, 1992). The four sources of self-efficacy are:  
 Mastery experiences – The most influential of all sources, mastery experiences, 
create a resilient perception of self-efficacy through the application of consistent 
effort to achieve success in overcoming barriers and attaining the desired 
performance (Bandura, 1977). While performance successes generally raise efficacy 
beliefs, that is not always the case. The cognitive assessment as to the nature of the 
performance will determine whether the success merits changing the efficacy 
appraisal (Bandura, 1994, 1997).  
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 Vicarious Learning – Vicarious experiences result from observing models succeed 
at tasks through persistent effort whereby the strength of the influence is determined 
by how similar the models are perceived to be to oneself (Bandura, 1994, 1997). 
Repeated observations of models performing successfully resulted in significant 
positive gains in self-efficacy and performance which were greater than the results 
obtained from a limited observation (Bandura, 1977).  
 Social Persuasion- verbal persuasion from a credible source is used to convince an 
individual that they possess the capabilities to succeed and master the activity such 
that the individual exerts increased effort to do so, increasing their chance of success 
in a mastery experience. The feedback that is given to an individual affects efficacy 
beliefs. Feedback that is evaluative and that highlights capabilities has a positive 
effect on perceived efficacy (Bandura, 1994, 1997).  
 Psychological and Affective States – emotional arousal and psychological states 
affect the individual’s assessment as to their capability such that a positive mood 
enhances perceived self-efficacy while stress and depression decreases self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1994, 1997).  
Mastery experiences are the strongest source of self-efficacy information followed by 
those provided through vicarious learning (Bandura, 1977, 1997; Steyn & Mynhardt, 
2008) and then social persuasion and verbal instruction (Bandura, 1997). In the 
leadership development context, Bilhuber Galli and Muller-Stewens (2012) confirmed 
the importance of mastery experiences in creating strong forms of social capital.  
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2.5.1. Integration effects 
The various forms of efficacy influences are interactive and often work in concert to 
change perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Sources of influence can also act against 
one another. Each source brings with it a unique efficacy value for the task. Individuals 
assess the various sources in different ways. An individual may integrate the various sources 
by adding them together, the summation rule, by acknowledging that the effects of multiple 
sources is greater than their sum, the multiplication rule, by employing a relative weighting 
process or by combining them  in consideration of the context (Bandura, 1997, Steyn & 
Mynhardt, 2008). However, individuals seldom know how they made efficacy source 
judgments but rather they tend to underestimate their reliance on key factors and 
overestimate the importance of minor factors (Bandura, 1997). Furthermore, “the ability to 
discern, weigh and integrate relevant sources of efficacy information improves with the 
development of cognitive skills for processing information” (Bandura, 1997, p. 115).  
The integration effects were particularly relevant for the research program as it relied in 
part, on individual’s assessment of what sources of influence affected their levels of task 
specific efficacy. The implications of the construct and the integration effects have been 
specifically considered in the research design and have influenced the choice of methods and 
their integration.  
 
2.5.2. Efficacy Activated Processes 
Self-efficacy affects human functioning through four major, interdependent psychological 
processes: 
 Cognitive Processes – As human behaviour is regulated by forethought and 
functions in goal setting, perceived self-efficacy affects what goals are set. The 
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stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the more challenging the goals and the 
stronger the commitment to attainment (Bandura, 1994).   
 Motivational Processes- Individuals form beliefs about what they can do based on 
self-regulation and forethought which together determines motivation which in 
turn is affected by self-efficacy in that individuals with high self-efficacy will 
blame failure on insufficient effort while those with low self-efficacy will assume 
they lack ability (Bandura, 1994).  
 Affective Processes- The amount of stress that one feels in a threatening situation 
is derived from one’s coping mechanism which is also influenced by perceived 
self-efficacy such that individuals with high coping self-efficacy believe they can 
control threats but those with low coping self-efficacy perceive the threat to be 
greater than it is and experience high anxiety (Bandura, 1994). 
 Selective Processes- Efficacy beliefs influence the actions and environments that 
individuals select (Bandura, 1994). 
 
2.5.3. General versus Specific Self-Efficacy  
Bandura (1997) posited that perceived self-efficacy was not intended to be a general 
concept but rather was specific to each area of functioning or task such that there could be no 
one measure of an individual’s overall self-efficacy as the measure would be meaningless. 
Instead domain specific efficacy beliefs were most predictive because they determined the 
activities that would be undertaken by an individual (Bandura, 1997). While some 
practitioners such as Sherer et al. (1982) both defended and developed a general self-efficacy 
measurement scale and others thereafter used the same concept and scale in their research 
based on the belief that general self-efficacy was measurable and predictive, Bandura was 
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adamant that “such tools violate the basic assumption of the multidimensionality of self-
efficacy beliefs. They are not the appropriate measure to use in tests of self-efficacy theory 
nor do they have much predictive utility” (p. 48). 
Furthermore, Bandura (1997) clarified that domain specificity was not intended to mean 
behavioural specificity, but rather self-efficacy was measured at three levels within a 
domain. The most specific measurement was for a “particular performance under a specific 
set of circumstances” (Bandura, 1997, p. 49); an intermediate measure would address 
multiple performances with common properties in the same domain and the most general of 
measures would assess at global level without specifying either activities or circumstances. 
However, the predictive properties of self-efficacy were related to the specificity of the level 
and the appropriateness of the level of measurement such that self-efficacy measured at a 
task specific level was more predictive of that task than self-efficacy at a general level 
(Bandura, 1997). Thus, Bandura was not denying the existence of general self-efficacy and 
in fact acknowledged the "generality" (p. 43) of self-efficacy beliefs but at the same time 
posited that to function effectively individuals discerned whether the beliefs arising from one 
activity or domain were appropriate to transfer to another activity or domain. The 
transference of efficacy beliefs arising from similar skills or actions produced general self-
efficacy. Bandura asserted that this occurred when an individual compared the degree of 
similarity between skills, activities or domains such that the efficacy beliefs from reasonably 
similar skills, activities or domains were transferred between them. However, in instances 
where dissimilar skills or skills in dissimilar domains were acquired together, the co-
development of efficacy beliefs influenced their transferability (Bandura, 1997, p. 51). Thus, 
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while general self-efficacy exists and might be influenced by task specific efficacy, a 
measure of general self-efficacy cannot be used to predict or measure task specific efficacy. 
That said, Mencl, Tay, Schwoerer, and Drasgow (2012) re-analyzed data collected from a 
five day training intervention for newly hired sales staff and tested the malleability of 
general self-efficacy with task specific interventions that were undertaken to influence task 
specific efficacy. Mencl et al. confirmed that general self-efficacy was not a trait but rather a 
dynamic construct that was affected by training. The findings were also consistent with those 
of Sherer et al. (1982) who determined that high levels of general self-efficacy transferred to 
efficacy for new tasks or new situations. So, while theory and research has demonstrated that 
general self-efficacy exists as a construct and depending on circumstances may be 
transferable or positively linked to task specific efficacy, scales to measure general self-
efficacy are not appropriate to measure task specific efficacy as general self-efficacy does 
not necessarily predict task specific efficacy. These findings and theory informed both the 
selection of the measurement instrument and scale and the qualitative analysis in this study.  
 
2.6. Theoretical Framework – Leadership self-efficacy Construct 
Leadership self-efficacy combines the self-efficacy construct with the theory of 
leadership.  Based on Bandura’s construct for self-efficacy and the transformational 
leadership theory that has been the typical foundation for leadership development 
interventions a construct for leadership self-efficacy emerged. The differentiation between 
leader self-efficacy and leadership self-efficacy was important as it has derivations both in 
the construct of efficacy and in leadership. Both the construct of self-efficacy and leadership 
theory recognize that the environment or the organization has a relationship with the 
individual. That is, the individual leader can only practice leadership when there are 
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followers and a community. The interpersonal relationship between the individual and the 
collective is critical. Efficacy theory also acknowledges the concept of the group in the 
discussions of collective efficacy. Thus, leadership self- efficacy would refer to the efficacies 
of the leader as they relate to performing leadership and of the group or followers as they 
relate to being led. Leader self-efficacy is more restrictive and represents only the personal 
dimension of leadership, the efficacy of the individual to undertake intrapersonal elements of 
the leadership function, in this instance, as defined by transformational leadership theory. 
Most research does not make the distinction but rather refers to the construct as leadership 
self-efficacy. This research explored efficacy as it related to both the intrapersonal and 
interpersonal dimensions of leadership and the interrelationships of leaders and their 
community, thus leadership self-efficacy was an appropriate construct. 
Anderson et al. (2008) developed a model for leadership self-efficacy based on extensive 
interviews and correlation with the extant body of leadership research and for which 
principal component analysis yielded 18 dimensions. However, the existence of 18 distinct 
dimensions of LSE also gave rise to the question as to whether LSE was a latent construct 
such that the dimensions were related enough to form a single scale and single score or 
whether the structure signalled a multi-dimensional relationship such that each dimension 
was singularly significant. As the research remained inconclusive, for the purposes of this 
study, LSE was treated as a single construct with 18 related dimensions. This was consistent 
with the exploration of LSE in other research noted herein. 
 
2.7. Library Context 
The library profession and sector has been focused on leadership and leadership 
development. In a sample of 361 librarians who had recently entered the profession and thus 
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had been practicing less than six years, only 20% felt that their MLIS degree provided 
adequate leadership skills to perform their jobs (Ingles et al., 2005). This was a significant 
finding as it demonstrated that within the target cohort of librarians who today might be 
characterized as emerging leaders there has been a need for leadership training. Furthermore, 
Ingles et al. (2005) found that there was a looming shortage of librarians to take on headship 
roles because of the leadership development deficit. Thus, as noted by Romaniuk and 
Haycock (2011), leadership development has been a particular concern of the library 
profession, as substantiated by library specific research, the prevalence of library leadership 
development programs and the focus on leadership by organizations such as the American 
Library Association (ALA). Understanding how the profession can best develop leaders 
would be a valuable contribution to the body of available research and to the profession.  
Romaniuk and Haycock (2011) summarized research suggesting that leadership in public 
libraries has suffered from a lack of a generally accepted set of leadership competencies and 
behaviours (Gertzog, 1992; Hernon, Powell, & Young, 2003; Mullins & Linehan, 2006). 
Furthermore, Romaniuk and Haycock also noted the research indicative of the apparent 
disagreement between academic librarians of different generations regarding the necessary 
attributes of future academic library leaders. In spite of these disagreements, library leaders 
from the subset of academic libraries known as research libraries have not only been 
recognized by the library profession for their leadership, but have generally agreed upon a 
set of leader characteristics (Gertzog, 1992; Hernon et al., 2003; Young, Hernon, & Powell, 
2006). As noted by Romaniuk and Haycock, some of the most conclusive research to date 
was done by Sheldon. Sheldon (1991) suggested that all library leaders should be visionary, 
achieve results by securing commitment, have communication skills to achieve 
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organizational goals, be self-confident and be trustworthy. These research findings were the 
results of extensive interviews of recognized library leaders to determine characteristics and 
traits necessary in the library profession.  
Similarly, Romaniuk and Haycock (2011) reviewed the work of Bennis (2003) and that of 
Sheldon (1992) relating to attributes of corporate and library leaders respectively. Bennis 
(2003) found in his extensive research of 90 corporate leaders: guiding vision, passion 
including hope, enthusiasm and inspiration, integrity including self-knowledge, candour and 
maturity and curiosity and daring including risk taking were key characteristics. In 
comparing library leader attributes to those of corporate leaders, Sheldon found that four 
attributes including intensity; outstanding communication; consistency, predictability and 
ability to develop trust; and self-confidence were common. Thus, the characteristics of 
library leaders were not significantly different than corporate leaders (Sheldon, 1992). This 
finding was particularly relevant as it suggested that leadership theory is applicable to the 
library sector and that research conducted in the corporate sector will be applicable to the 
library sector (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011). Because there has been so little research 
relating to leadership theory, leadership development and self-efficacy directly pertaining to 
the library sector, it was important to establish that the research from other sectors is relevant 
and the library possesses no peculiarities that would limit applicability. Sheldon’s work 
suggesting that leadership in libraries can be defined and that the characteristics are no 
different from that which traditional leadership theory is based, has provided the connection. 
Davis and Macauley (2011) suggested that as the library leadership environment has 
changed so must leaders and thus, leadership development. Acknowledging that every 
library needs to align leadership development with the specific needs and environmental 
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factors of the organization, Davis and Macauley posited that clarity, consistency, framing, 
learning metabolism and performance measures should be inherent in leadership and the 
initial focus of leadership development. Interestingly, these components are not significantly 
different that those advocated by Bennis (2003), Sheldon (1992) or by Mason and Wetherbee 
(2004).  
The library profession is clearly female dominated (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011). 
Evidence of the domination was provided by the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) in 
the ARL Annual Salary Survey 2008-09, which indicated that the 113 Canadian and US 
academic libraries were comprised of 64.2% females and 35.8% male librarians. The report 
stated that 
librarianship is predominantly and persistently a woman’s profession. The scarcity of men 
in the profession has been well documented in many studies- the largest percentage of 
men employed in ARL libraries was 38.2% in 1980–1981; since then men have 
consistently represented about 35% of the professional staff in ARL libraries. (Kyrillidou 
& Bland, 2009, p. 11) 
Unlike other female dominated professions, such as Nursing, there has been little research 
specific to the profession that has acknowledged the gender imbalance and its relationship to 
leadership. Research in general, however, has suggested that gender is an important 
consideration both in leadership and in the development of leadership self-efficacy. Female 
leaders reported lower perceived leadership self-efficacy than their male counterparts 
(Dugan & Komives, 2007; McCormick et al., 2002, 2003; Owen, 2008) but scored higher in 
leadership competence (Dugan & Komives, 2007). Building leadership self-efficacy in the 
females who dominate the profession is critical to take advantage of the leadership abilities 
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that they possess. The knowledge as to how to develop self-efficacy in future leaders is 
equally important.  
As indicated by Romaniuk and Haycock (2011), the relationship between gender and LSE 
is critical to the library profession and may in part explain the finding by Leadership 
Research and Development Limited (2006), that public library leaders reported lower LSE 
than their public sector counterparts even though they scored higher in ratings by peers and 
subordinates on nine transformational leadership qualities. The study by Schyns, Elverfeldt, 
and Felfe (2008) on 141 banking employees and civil servants corroborated these findings 
but from a gender context rather than from a librarian context. Romaniuk and Haycock 
pointed to the research of Schyns et al. that found that females exhibited lower leadership 
self-efficacy than males, when leadership was defined as transformational leadership, even 
though followers rated female leaders as higher in transformational leadership than their 
male counterparts. It is relevant that we understand how leadership development can play a 
role in developing LSE in the female dominated profession. 
Self-confidence has been identified as an attribute or competency for librarians (Simmons 
College Graduate School of Library and Information Science, 2006; Special Library 
Association, 2003; Sheldon, 1991, 1992). It has been categorized as a leadership attribute or 
competency (Antonakis et al., 2004; Bennis, 2003) and is fundamental to the theory of 
transformational leadership (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Thus, from the perspective of the 
profession and that of leadership, self-confidence, represented as self-efficacy, cannot be 
ignored. 
The personality types of librarians as measured by the Myers Briggs Type Indicator 
(MBTI) are different from what is typical in the population as a whole (Romaniuk & 
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Haycock, 2011). Scherdin and Beaubien (1995) conducted an extensive study of 1,600 
librarians to determine personality type using the MBTI. Stereotypically librarians have been 
portrayed as quiet, serious, and conscientious. However, their research showed that the two 
most common personality types are ISTJ which is Introverted/Sensing/Thinking/Judging and 
(17%) and INTJ which is Introverted/Intuitive/Thinking/Judging (12%). The INTJ types are 
characteristically original thinkers with drive, organization skills and can work 
independently. Both the INTJ and ISTJ types are different from that previously documented 
for librarians, ISFJ which is Intuitive/Sensing/Feeling/Judging, hence the stereotype. 
Sheldon (1999) asserted that the profession tended to focus on “doing things right” rather 
than on “doing the right things”, partially because library education focused on technical 
rather than interpersonal competencies and because of the predominance of the 
Introversion/Thinking/Judging type. The components labelled Introversion, Intuition, 
Thinking and Judging were represented in 63%, 60%, 61% and 66% of librarians 
respectively while in the general population these traits were represented in 35%, 32%, 32% 
and 55% of all females (Scherdin & Beaubien, 1995). Thus, apart from gender, the members 
of the library profession have some differences from the general population. Most 
significantly, the results showed a preference to introversion rather than extroversion in the 
profession (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011). However, it is extroversion, not introversion that 
is a predictor of leadership self-efficacy (Chan & Drasgow, 2001). This has implications for 
LSE development and ultimately leadership in libraries and is yet another reason why 
research rooted in the library profession is particularly relevant.  
The library sector has appeared to have had more challenges with leadership self-efficacy 
than have other sectors. Whether this has been related to or derived from gender, MBTI 
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prevalence or whether it has been truly particular to the profession was irrelevant for this 
research. Suffice to say that leadership self-efficacy challenges have been a differentiating 
characteristic of the female dominated profession, one that made the understanding of 
leadership self-efficacy development in librarians extremely relevant. The foregoing 
discussion suggested that leadership development research, particularly as it related to self-
efficacy was important to the profession. While the qualities of leaders, and thus the vision 
of leadership has been the same in the profession as in other sectors, demographics, 
personality attributes and gender predominance have differentiated the profession and have 
substantiated the need for leadership development and leadership self-efficacy research. 
Accordingly, the leadership development program that was the subject of study was specific 
to the library profession and was selected on that basis.  
 
2.8. Library Leadership Development Programs (LLDP) - Description 
Leadership development programs in the library sector tended to have common 
derivations. The original impetus for these programs in 1987-88 arose from ALA, under the 
presidency of Margaret Chisholm, who was aided by Brooke Sheldon in her pursuit of 
library specific leadership development for professionals (Bonnici, 2001a; Summers & 
Summers, 1991). While now defunct, the Snowbird Library Leadership Institute, created 
largely by Shannon and Schreiber in response to the criteria and aspirations of the ALA 
leaders, was the first of these programs (Schreiber & Shannon, 2001). Much of the content in 
newer programs has been modelled after that in Snowbird. It was relevant to compare its 
content and attributes to NELI so that it was evident that NELI was representative of the 
majority of the formal library leadership development interventions directed at emerging 
leaders. 
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Snowbird was based on the work of Bennis from which six critical leadership traits - self-
awareness, embracing change, customer focus, collaborative spirit, bias for courageous 
action and stands to take in the future - were identified (Schreiber & Shannon, 2001). 
Program components were derived to address the skill areas. Like NELI it was held at a 
remote location over a five-day period and made use of mentors. Program content was very 
similar. Snowbird incorporated a personality type test and devoted program time to sections 
on knowing oneself. Other content included: visioning, change management, risk, 
collaboration and working in teams. Like NELI had done in past, Snowbird used daily 
feedback cards and contained a participant section on giving feedback. Snowbird allocated a 
significant amount of time to a section on power, influence and responsibility which 
addressed advocacy and ethics. As one might have expected with any leadership 
development program, NELI has had similar components, albeit not identical in construct. 
Snowbird had mentor meetings, a celebration dinner and a section called “My Practice My 
Passion.” These have correlated closely with elements in NELI. The only significant 
difference, albeit an important one, was that Snowbird incorporated a great deal of reflective 
time while NELI traditionally simulated real world experience through stress and time 
constraints. However, in response to research findings, NELI has incorporated more 
reflective time for participants (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011). 
Reflection is important both to self-awareness and behavioural change (Fleishman, 2005; 
Lee, 2005).  
Synergy has been an annual residential library leadership program administered by the 
Illinois State Library. Sheehy (2004) identified the program as having been based on the 
model developed by Shannon and Schreiber for Snowbird. The most significant difference 
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between Synergy and NELI has been that the participants attended the program in three 
segments, each for several days, several months apart over the period of a year. Participants 
have also maintained an enduring relationship with the mentors and have been given a 
chance to apply some of the leadership skills and knowledge they have acquired in the 
workplace through the assignment of special projects and tasks (Sheehy, 2004).  
The New Jersey Academy of Library Leadership as described by Varlejs (2007) 
resembled many of the other programs as it has been modelled on Snowbird. According to 
Varlejs, it has limited participation to 25 participants who have been selected based on 
criteria. The content has included sections on leadership, leadership self-assessment, power 
and influence, presentation skills, risk taking, leading change, conversations with library 
leaders, my leadership story, creating a culture of commitment, personal planning, ethics, 
working in teams etc. While defined as a program for early to mid-career librarians it 
appears that the definition has been applied liberally (Varlejs, 2007).  
Aurora is another program that has been developed by Shannon and Schreiber. Like other 
similar programs, it has been based on a similar philosophy and formulaic approach to 
leadership development programming. Aurora, based in Australia, has run annually, and has 
been a six day program which has used a nomination process, mentors and which was 
incorporated experiential learning (Barney, 2003; Black, 2003).  
While there have been other library leadership development programs, many have 
adopted a similar pedagogy and have followed the same or a similar formulaic approach. 
However, there have also been programs that have been non-residential, have targeted other 
demographics or special populations or that have had different philosophical underpinnings. 
Williamson (2009) described the new in house program developed at the University of 
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Saskatchewan libraries in response to an extensive needs assessment, employee feedback 
and a review of best practices, as incorporating reflection, peer coaching and mentoring, as 
well as workplace assignments and leadership action challenges. Many of these components 
are similar to those in the "Bennis" based programs. However, there are a couple of 
significant differences. First, the target audience has not been restricted to emerging leaders, 
but rather open to library staff. Second, the program has been offered in six, two day 
modules over the course of one year, thereby accommodating practice of leadership skills in 
the intervening months supplemented by discussion, mentoring and peer support 
(Williamson, 2009).  
The Horizon Executive Leadership Program, a four month program for information 
managers in Australia and New Zealand, which incorporated two residential workshops, 
industry leaders as mentors, extensive tele-coaching, and communities of practice graduated 
its first cohort of senior library leaders in 2009 (Sayers & Talvé, 2009). While mentoring, 
coaching, peer support and program content related to risk taking, knowing oneself, conflict, 
communication, and reflection were typical in transformational leadership or the "Bennis" 
based programs, the focus on senior leadership differentiated this program from others. 
Horizon included participants who, as senior leaders, one would have presumed possessed 
self-confidence in their leadership abilities. However, the program identified an "increase in 
self-confidence of participants" as an objective (Sayers & Talvé, 2009, p. 514). Horizon was 
one of the first programs to include the development of self-confidence in the formally stated 
program objectives. 
 The Future Leaders Program (FLP) which was crafted in 2006 for experienced college 
and university information and IT professionals in the U.K., has incorporated three 
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residential modules focusing on the individual, the team and the organization respectively 
(Fallon, Maxwell, McCaffrey, & McMahon, 2011). The modules appear to be aligned with 
the three levels of leadership development defined by Dalakoura (2010) and Day and 
Harrison (2007). Not unlike the program at the University of Saskatchewan or the Horizon 
program, FLP has adopted a modular delivery structure. Fallon et al. (2011) have also 
described the use of projects, reflection and the support through peers in coaching pairs or 
triads which is common to the other programs. While the program has targeted a more 
experienced professional than have the emerging leader based programs, much of the content 
appears to be very similar. FLP has included content on vision formulation, strategic 
thinking, active listening, conflict, change, knowing oneself, group work and 360 degree 
feedback (Fallon et al., 2011). 
Of the formal, residential, leadership development programs for emerging or early 
leaders, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute has had the same or similar 
characteristics as other programs and thus, was a reasonable basis for investigation. The 
results of the investigation are likely to be useful to the library profession as so many of the 
programs are similar in nature.  
 
2.9. Library Leadership Development Programs (LDP) - Evaluation and Research 
Both in the library sector and in other sectors, formal leadership development 
interventions have been a popular way to respond to the need for leaders and the 
development thereof. While often unstated, the ultimate aim of these programs and of 
leadership development, irrespective of the sector, has been to improve organizational 
effectiveness and performance. Unfortunately, the evaluation of these programs has seldom 
provided any substantive evidence as to whether the organizational level outcomes have 
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been achieved, nor have they always provided clear evidence that behavioural change or 
knowledge transfer has been attained. When the evaluations have provided insights as to 
knowledge transfer or behavioural change it has often been based on participant perception. 
This has been particularly true of those evaluations conducted in the library sector. 
Furthermore, when knowledge transfer, behavioural change, or organizational performance 
outcomes have been achieved, typically there has not been any explanation as to why the 
program was effective in achieving these outcomes. Thus, it was obvious that the Literature 
Review had to explore the source of the research problem, program evaluation. 
Leadership development program evaluation has been particularly challenging in the 
library sector. In a review of the effectiveness of 21 library leadership development 
programs, Mason and Wetherbee (2004) found that the program evaluations generally did 
not determine whether the participants had learned anything. Thus, the evaluations were 
equally deficient in assessing whether any learning was retained and applied and whether the 
workplace was better off because of the potentially improved skills of the participants. 
Furthermore, they found that most programs had limited their evaluations to participant self-
reporting and thus deemed that these evaluations provided little value in determining the 
efficacy of leadership training. The use of more rigorous evaluation strategies that assessed 
attainment of defined program objectives and outcomes rather than the measurement of 
short-term goals and personal satisfaction would benefit the library profession, particularly 
in the realm of leadership development (Mason & Wetherbee, 2004).  
Many of the formulaic programs based on transformational leadership and the work of 
Bennis, undertook program evaluations. For the most part these evaluations were conducted 
using a single survey of participants that is consistent with the observations of Mason and 
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Wetherbee (2004). The new program at the University of Saskatchewan Libraries appears to 
have addressed this weakness as Williamson (2009) indicated that 360 degree assessments 
and more robust outcomes based measurements are intended, although to date the evaluation 
has been limited to self-reporting. In other instances the evaluation methodology was more 
complex or in the study done by Arnold et al. (2008), included participants from numerous 
programs. In most of the evaluation results, leader self-confidence (self-efficacy) was a 
significant outcome of the intervention (Arnold et al., 2008; Barney, 2003; Leadership 
Research & Development Ltd., 2006; Sayers & Talvé, 2009; Sorenson, 2008; Varlejs, 2007; 
Wilson & Corrall, 2008). The LDP interventions were perceived to be successful or were a 
factor in increasing leadership skills or competencies (Arnold et al., 2008; Barney, 2003; 
Leadership Research & Development Ltd., 2006; Sorenson, 2008; The Center for Creative 
Leadership, 2008; Williamson, 2009; Wilson & Corrall, 2008). As noted by Romaniuk and 
Haycock (2011), some LDP interventions were perceived to influence professional 
engagement and to be a factor in career development (Barney, 2003; Sayers & Talvé, 2009; 
Sheehy, 2004; Varlejs, 2007). There was no correlation however to leadership self-efficacy 
development and the broader outcomes such as career development or professional 
engagement.  
While the relationship between the LDP and self-efficacy was generally based on 
perception and noted through the evaluation process, there was no evidence as to why the 
effect occurred or of the connection between leadership self-efficacy and the individual, 
behavioural or organizational outcomes. Other effects were based on perception and the 
research was not appropriate to establish a causal link between the program and the 
perceived outcome.  
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One of the programs with a more rigorous evaluation strategy was Leading Public 
Libraries. Wilson and Corrall (2008) and Leadership Research & Development Limited 
(2006) undertook the evaluation of a needs based public library leadership development 
program in England. The research, conducted using pre and post program surveys, mid 
program interviews, critical incident interviews and the 360 degree assessment instrument, 
the Transformational Leadership Questionnaire, indicated that the program enhanced 
leadership competencies in participants and was particularly successful in developing 
participant self-confidence (Leadership Research & Development Limited, 2006; Wilson & 
Corrall , 2008). However, in comparison to other public sector leaders, public library leaders 
exhibited stronger transformational leadership characteristics in nine areas when rated by 
peers and subordinates but consistently under-rated themselves in these areas (Leadership 
Research & Development Ltd., 2006; Wilson & Corrall, 2008). However, this disparity in 
ratings of leadership competency between participants in a program and their peers and 
subordinates was not unique to the library profession. In an evaluation of a leadership 
development program for school administrators, Solansky (2010) also found that the self-
reported ratings of leadership competencies were significantly lower than the ratings 
provided by peers and subordinates.  
Program content was not a factor in the evaluation of the Leading Public Libraries 
Program and thus no attempt was made to link program content to the outcomes. The 
findings of this program evaluation were indicative that leadership self-efficacy is an issue 
for the library profession. Librarians may have leadership skills and competencies but 
without the leadership self-efficacy individuals will not emerge as leaders (Bandura, 1997). 
Thus, understanding leadership self-efficacy development is important to the profession.  
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The Center for Creative Leadership (2008) used a more comprehensive evaluation 
strategy in their assessment of the Executive Leadership Institute of the Urban Libraries 
Council in the USA to determine that the program was successful in achieving outcomes and 
in incorporating best practices. The evaluation sought to determine whether the program was 
responsible for changes in participants, changes in their organizations and changes in the 
community. This level of assessment was consistent with the theory that leadership is a 
multi-level concept that encompasses the interactions between the leader and the social and 
organizational environments (Dalakoura, 2010; Day & Harrison, 2007). As reported by 
Romaniuk and Haycock (2011), The Centre for Creative Leadership found that the Institute 
had contributed to knowledge of participants and resulted in behavioural change but that no 
clear and consistent effects could be determined at the organizational or community level. 
However, organizational effects that were identified were in the areas of increased 
innovation, collaboration and employee performance (The Center for Creative Leadership, 
2008). These findings were consistent with other leadership development programs.  
Sorenson (2008) undertook an evaluation of the Northern Exposure to Leadership 
Institute using a mixed methods approach with a quantitative and qualitative survey. The 
evaluation of the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute found that the most significant 
benefit of the leadership institute was in the increase in self-confidence experienced by the 
participants, however the program was useful in providing leadership skills, and was a factor 
that influenced behaviours and contributed to career decisions (Sorenson, 2008). Over 90% 
of respondents perceived that the program content was useful to them in their roles as leaders 
and was a factor in their leadership behaviour and career decisions. Over 90% of the 
respondents felt that the program gave them the confidence necessary to lead and to take 
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risks. Romaniuk and Haycock (2011) suggested that while the evaluation showed that the 
program had been successful in providing knowledge, changing behaviour and influencing 
career progression causality could not be attributed to the program. The entire evaluation 
was based on participant perception of their experiences that had occurred between one and 
ten years prior to the evaluation. The extended time period allowed the evaluator to identify 
lasting behavioural effects, but the evaluation suffered from the same weaknesses associated 
with perception based and self-reported data.  
The evaluation findings for NELI were largely consistent with the findings for Snowbird 
except for career progression. Snowbird was not able to determine that the program had an 
effect on career progression (Winston & Neely, 2001). Neely (2009) used the format for the 
Snowbird evaluation to conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the Association of 
Research Libraries (ARL) Leadership and Career development Program (LCDP), a program 
designed for diverse individuals who were midway in their career. Using survey 
methodology and garnering perception based responses from 44 of 66 participants, Neely 
found that unlike other programs, mentoring was not well received as only 20% of the 
respondents felt that the assigned mentors were essential to their success. However, 42% of 
the respondents felt that the LCDP influenced their career path (Neely, 2009). This was 
consistent with the findings in other programs. Also consistent with the findings in other 
programs was the importance of the self-knowledge components of the LCDP that resulted 
in feelings of energy, awareness and confidence (Neely, 2009). Thus, these programs can be 
perceived as a factor in influencing leadership behaviour. However, the evaluations have 
supported the theme that increased participant leadership self-efficacy has been an important 
outcome and that a better understanding of how this can be best achieved would be helpful.  
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Surveys were also used for the evaluation of several programs derived from Snowbird, 
including The New Jersey Academy of Library Leadership, Aurora, and Synergy. One 
program surveyed only participants, another program surveyed participants and mentors and 
the third program included participants, mentors and employers/supervisors in the survey. 
Sample sizes were small and response rates low. However, as observed by Romaniuk and 
Haycock (2011), the findings were similar across all three programs. The intervention had an 
effect on participant knowledge and skills (Barney, 2003; Sheehy, 2004; Varlejs, 2007). 
Based on the comments of participants, mentors, and most notably supervisors, Synergy was 
perceived to have had a positive effect on the leadership behaviours of the participants 
(Sheehy, 2004). As both personal growth and the improvement in leadership contribution to 
the workplace environment were included as objectives of the Synergy program, they were 
evaluated by participants, mentors and supervisors who acknowledged that most of the 
knowledge and skills were used in the workplace (Sheehy, 2004). These findings are 
consistent with those from the meta-analysis undertaken by Collins (2002) outside of the 
library sector. As the intervention affected participant behaviour, the evaluations presumed 
that the effect of the intervention extended to the organization in that most of the knowledge 
and skills were used in the workplace (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011). However, the 
observance in the organization of the behaviours, knowledge and skills arising from the 
intervention does not imply organizational effectiveness (Collins & Holton, 2004). The 
Synergy evaluation also tried to determine the relative value of the program content. 
However, most of the results relating to content were inconclusive.  
Romaniuk and Haycock (2011) reviewed the research findings and program evaluation 
results relating to program content. Mentoring was perceived to be important to leadership 
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development (Arnold et al., 2008; Barney, 2003; Brockmeyer-Klebaum, 2000; Sheehy, 
2004). However, the lack of a common understanding of leadership implied that individual 
mentors did not have the same understanding of leadership as did their colleagues (Bonnici, 
2001b). Networking and connecting with peers were cited as key elements of development 
programs (Arnold et al., 2008; Bonnici, 2001b; Brockmeyer-Klebaum, 2000; The Center for 
Creative Leadership, 2008) but these activities needed to persist after the program concluded 
(Bonnici, 2001b; Brockmeyer-Klebaum, 2000). Finally, the program elements relating to 
becoming a change agent were most important (The Center for Creative Leadership, 2008). 
The program content observations were not empirically tested but were valuable as guides to 
the research herein. Mentoring, change management and peer connections were areas that 
have been explored further in this literature review as they related to leadership self-efficacy 
development or leadership development program content.  
From the nature of the evaluations noted, it is apparent that the library sector would 
benefit from a more rigorous evaluation framework or model on which to base program 
evaluation. It is equally clear that some programs may have had difficulty in determining 
what they should evaluate as there was little understanding of what organizational or 
community outcomes the programs might have attained, nor how the program content and 
design influenced knowledge, behavioural or community outcomes. Nonetheless, in spite of 
methodological challenges, the evaluations have responded to the needs of program 
administrators, which is consistent with the theory of evaluation. The interest in more 
rigorous evaluation has been driven, in part, by the greater accountability demanded by those 
agencies funding these leadership development programs. This research is intended to 
provide some helpful measurement insights or tools that would be useful in the future. 
68 
	
 Finally, the program evaluations have unearthed some interesting outcomes, particularly 
the increase in participant self-efficacy that has been substantiated in the body of research 
(Romaniuk and Haycock, 2011). Most of the leadership development programs subscribed to 
some derivation of transformational leadership theory. Idealized influence, a component of 
transformational leadership, is inextricably linked to self-efficacy (Bass & Riggio, 2006) so 
the emergence of the construct should not be surprising. Popper and Mayseless (2007) 
articulated the obvious nature of the relationship in stating “the link between self-efficacy 
and ability to lead seems self-evident” (p. 668). Self-efficacy is essential to leadership 
development but ultimately leadership development is unlikely to translate into leadership 
without self-efficacy, as the skills and knowledge will remain unused (Kouzes & Posner, 
2007; Popper & Mayseless, 2007). Thus, self-efficacy has emerged not only as a trait of 
leaders but as an outcome of leadership development programs.  
Other than the Horizon Executive Leadership Program and the Northern Exposure to 
Leadership Program, most programs did not deliberately seek out an outcome related to 
increasing leadership self-efficacy. Thus, while self-efficacy has been inextricably linked to 
the leadership theory underpinning most of these programs, any outcome related to self-
efficacy appeared to have been unanticipated (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011). Furthermore, 
not only were self-efficacy outcomes unexpected but that the importance of self-efficacy to 
the emergence of leadership was not well understood in the library sector. Library related 
research on self-efficacy is virtually non-existent. Thus, this research has the potential to 
inform leadership program development in the library sector.  
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2.10. Leadership Development Programs (LDP) – Non Library - Evaluation and 
Research 
Evaluation and research on the effectiveness of leadership development programs outside 
of the library sector, while more prevalent, has still been lacking. Evaluations have been 
done infrequently, and results of leadership development interventions have not been 
reported (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011). When evaluations have been done they typically 
have measured the interpersonal skills and work performance of participants and have not 
considered the effect of the program on the larger community (Black & Earnest, 2009; 
Russon & Reinelt, 2004). Those programs that assessed outcomes related to personal 
development seldom assessed the effectiveness in achieving outcomes related to improving 
organizational performance (Collins, 2002; Lai, 1996). Owen (2008) suggested that 
evaluation of college student leadership programs have suffered from the same limitations as 
in other sectors and have been limited to single institution studies, suggestions for program 
content unrelated to program outcomes, anecdotal evidence and generally weak evaluation 
methodology.  
Not unlike the library sector, many organizations have assumed that leadership 
development efforts would improve organizational performance. Some research supported 
this belief. Leadership development level was a strong predictor of performance as evaluated 
by peers and subordinates (Strang & Kuhnert, 2009). However, improvements in 
organizational performance were not necessarily guaranteed with enhanced knowledge and 
skills in employees (Collins & Holton, 2004).  
Based on the results of a meta-analysis, leadership development program interventions 
had a significant effect on the knowledge and behavioural outcomes of the participants but 
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had a considerably lesser effect on the performance of the organizations to which the 
participants belonged (Collins, 2002; Collins & Holton, 2004). A meta-analysis, undertaken 
by Collins (2002), of 83 leadership training programs evaluations between 1982 and 2001 
showed that there is a positive correlation between participation in a managerial leadership 
development program in the private sector and knowledge outcomes. The effect size for 
knowledge outcomes ranged from .96-1.37. There was a lesser effect for expertise or 
behavioural change outcomes ranging from .35-1.01 and only a small effect for 
organizational or performance outcomes of .39. The findings of Collins, as well as Collins 
and Holton (2004) were summarized by Romaniuk and Haycock (2011) who indicated that 
after a leadership development participants were likely to have experienced a significant 
change in their knowledge and a change, albeit somewhat lesser, in their behaviour but the 
intervention had only a small effect on the organization which they were affiliated, as 
defined by organizational performance. This finding, albeit related to corporate sector 
programming, substantiated the continued existence and prevalence of leadership 
development programs and the continuing relevance of the research.   
Research in other sectors had been precipitated by funding agencies which demanded 
accountability for their investment in leadership development programming. Spurred on by 
changes in the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, which had a long history of support for leadership 
development interventions, Russon and Reinelt (2004) were commissioned to undertake a 
study to provide a scan of current evaluation efforts for change oriented leadership programs. 
Not all of the 55 programs participating in the research were funded through the W.K. 
Kellogg Foundation. However, the research findings mirrored those in the private sector. 
Romaniuk and Haycock (2011) reviewed the research that suggested that the evaluation of 
71 
	
leadership development programs has occurred but has typically been directed to personal 
outcomes such as knowledge, skills, attitudes, perceptions and changes in behaviour. There 
has been little evaluation relating to effects at the organizational or community level (Russon 
& Reinelt, 2004).  
However, some findings in the not for profit and public sector research were not evident 
in the private sector based research. Few programs in the not for profit sector had any basis 
for the evaluation that was undertaken (Russon & Reinelt, 2004). That is, few programs were 
based on any specified theory as to how the program was to achieve the intended outcomes. 
Without a program theory it was difficult to know what to evaluate (Russon & Reinelt, 
2004). Thus, a program might have intended to achieve results at the organizational level but 
undertook a program that was designed to change individuals. The subsequent evaluation did 
not measure the attainment of organizational results but rather whether the program achieved 
the individual development that the program was inappropriately designed to do (Russon & 
Reinelt, 2004). Dugan and Komives (2007) conducted a national evaluation of college 
student leadership development programs in the United States to determine what experiences 
derived desired outcomes. The work was significant because it represented the first attempt 
to examine student leadership development in the context of outcomes. However, the 
outcomes were not specified or derived from the individual programs but rather based on the 
theoretical underpinnings of the research, The Social Change Model of Leadership 
Development. Thus, the research provided a theory as to how the programs were to have 
achieved the intended outcomes, but as Russon and Reinelt (2004) observed, the programs 
themselves were generally devoid of the theory.  
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Evaluations conducted in the not for profit and public sector tended to be based on short 
term outputs such as number of participants or satisfaction rather than on longer term 
outcomes (Russon & Reinelt, 2004). This finding was consistent with the findings of Black 
and Earnest (2009), also in reference to programs funded through the W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, that few published studies measured the change that the participant experienced 
and then measured how that change affected the community or organization with whom the 
participant interacted. Black and Earnest undertook to develop a mechanism by which 
leadership development programs could be evaluated on the basis of outcomes. Ideally, 
leadership development programs should be measured on three levels of outcomes 
individual, organizational and community (Black & Earnest, 2009). In testing the trilateral 
model for evaluation Black and Earnest determined that leadership self-efficacy was 
increased as a result of participation in an intervention.  
These studies were indicative of the difficulty in assessing leadership development 
programs and in ascertaining meaningful results. The findings substantiated the fact that the 
lack of research and generalizable evaluation impaired knowledge about leadership 
development. However, while several studies have been critical of the quality of program 
evaluation research, Avolio et al. (2009) analyzed 138 studies in the domain of leadership 
and found that experimental and quasi experimental studies of leadership interventions 
showed that the interventions had a positive affect across a broad array of intervention type, 
organization types, leadership levels, theories and outcomes such that leadership 
interventions have made a positive difference. Thus, leadership development interventions 
have confirmed utility, but there has been little understanding as to why some programs have 
had the outcomes they have. As with library specific research, leadership self-efficacy 
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emerged as a by-product of the intervention. This suggests the relevance of this research to 
better understand LSE and its effect on leadership development.  
Pluzdrak (2007) undertook one of the few studies that established a correlation between 
behavioural change as a result of a leadership development program and organizational 
improvements such as profits and turnover in the case investigated. Leadership competencies 
and behavioural changes in customer focus, interpersonal savvy and drive for results were 
positively correlated with organizational improvements while decision quality, ethics and 
values and integrity and trust were positively correlated to profit (Pluzdrak, 2007). The 
research was relevant as it correlated findings to meaningful organizational measures, and 
while not necessarily generalizable, it suggested methodologies that could be adapted for the 
evaluation of library LDP.  
As in the library sector, LDP have resulted in positive changes to individual skills and 
behaviours. One of the most significant effects was the development of leadership self-
efficacy (Augustin, 2003; Dugan & Komives, 2007; Feeney, 2006; Harris & Leberman, 
2012) even though it was not an anticipated outcome of the program. Moreover, self-efficacy 
is one of the five essential components of a leadership development program (Olivares et al., 
2007). This research was indicative of the importance of leadership self-efficacy 
enhancement as a leadership development outcome.  
The development of self-awareness has been an important outcome of LDP and has 
represented the area of greatest change in competency or knowledge in programs directed at 
senior executives (Fleishman, 2005; McCauley & Hughes-James, 1994; Pluzdrak, 2007) and 
with college students, defined as emerging leaders (Dugan & Komives, 2007). McCauley 
and Hughes-James (1994) and Fleishman (2005) conducted studies on leadership 
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development programs for school superintendents. While one of the most important 
outcomes of a LDP for the superintendents related to self-awareness (53%), only 13% of the 
participants experienced an outcome related to self-confidence (McCauley & Hughes-James, 
1994). This may suggest that leadership self-efficacy may not be an important dimension of 
leadership development for senior or experienced managers or leaders. Both studies noted 
that the superintendents, while often new to their role, were typically experienced educators, 
managers and even leaders. This appears to be consistent with the research of Pluzdrak 
(2007) who did not report any results for leadership self-efficacy in executives.  
Other research, consistent with the self-efficacy construct proposed by Bandura, found 
that novice teachers, those with less experience, had lower self-efficacy relative to their 
teaching capabilities than did their more experienced counterparts (Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2007). The collective findings suggested that it was important to define the intended 
research in terms of emerging leaders as the effect of LDP on the leadership self-efficacy of 
executives was uncertain and the effect on senior managers appeared to have been quite 
different than reported for new leaders.  
Several studies addressed appropriate LDP content and linked that content to the program 
outcomes. Leadership behaviours improved after taking part in action learning programs that 
incorporated reflection and questioning (Lee, 2005). Lee (2005) linked characteristics 
associated with visionary leadership to action learning and determined that vision, follower-
centeredness, reward-equity, caring and confidence were affected, but communication was 
most affected. Findings relative to content, especially mentoring, were consistent with those 
in the library sector and other private sector research. Mentoring was an important 
characteristic and was positively linked to the attainment of individual outcomes (Allio, 
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2006; Fleishman, 2005). The research provided some insight as to the attributes of programs 
that generated behavioural results and influenced leadership self-efficacy that has informed 
the research herein, particularly as it related to the qualitative data analysis.  
While much of the research showed that specific leadership development programs had 
some positive effect on the participants or organizations, other research suggested that 
behavioural changes did not occur with participation in certain LDP (Livingston, 2003; 
Painter, 1984; Ryan, 2007). Unfortunately, there was no common and apparent rationale for 
this result. While not identical, the methodologies for the three evaluations were similar in 
that they used quasi-experimental research with 360 degree validated evaluation instruments. 
Control groups and pretest-posttest designs were used such that the methodologies for the 
evaluations seemed adequate and theoretically sound. Ryan (2007) suggested that the single 
day duration of the particular program may have been the problem but that characteristic was 
not found in the other programs.  
The results of these three studies were not generalizable because of the nature of their 
respective methodologies and their respective intents to focus primarily on the evaluation of 
a particular program. Thus, one could not say with certainty that the findings of any of the 
three could be replicated or would be replicated elsewhere. Important to this research were 
the findings that development programs fail. It was as essential to understand the failures as 
it was to understand the successes. One plausible explanation for the results in the three 
aforementioned studies has been provided by Boyatzis (1993) who suggested that persons 
who participated in leadership development activities often did not become leaders because 
the effectiveness of the activities may have been a function of the appropriateness to their 
“mode of growth”, be it performance, learning or development. Boyatzis also indicated that 
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there was a difference between capability and commitment to be a leader, in that the latter 
involved a desire to use the competencies one possessed. Furthermore, Bandura (1997) 
linked inaction to self-efficacy and outcome expectations and suggested that action would 
only occur if self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations were indicative that the action 
was worthwhile (p. 24). Thus, an individual can possess the competencies but not 
demonstrate leadership because they do not perceive the competencies to be relevant or 
sufficient. Programs need to encourage individuals to take on the role of leader, and affirm 
their belief in their ability to do so, not just improve their leadership skills. These 
explanations and findings demonstrated the importance of determining appropriate program 
content and attributes. 
Previous research suggested that the distinction between leader and leadership 
development and the appropriate program attributes determine the effectiveness of the 
leadership development intervention. Beneficial leadership development experiences 
included five components: self-efficacy, sociality, relevance or purposive nature of the 
task/activity and reflectivity that have been associated with providing the competencies that 
are critical for effective leadership (Olivares et al., 2007). While based on case study and not 
necessarily generalizable, research suggested that significant organizational outcomes arose 
as a result of a collective and emergent leadership development program intervention that 
focused on the collective, not just the individual leader (McGurk, 2010). Both of these 
findings are important to the context of the research and suggest factors that should be 
considered in the evaluation of the intended research. As in previous research, the 
relationship between leadership self-efficacy and effective leadership development supports 
the importance of the research herein.  
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Avolio et al. (2009) were interested in whether the leadership theory underpinning the 
intervention made a difference. The leadership theories associated with 138 experimental 
and quasi-experimental studies were classified as traditional, new (to represent the 
transformational schools of thought) and Pygmalion leadership. The relationship between the 
theory and the results of the intervention was determined. Participants subjected to 
Pygmalion leadership interventions had a 79% chance of success compared to 64% for 
newer leadership theories (Avolio et al., 2009). However, both new and traditional theories 
had a moderately positive overall effect and overall their effects were not significantly 
different (Avolio et al., 2009). This was an important finding in that the choice of leadership 
theory did not appear to be a factor in the success of the program and thus improved the 
generalizability of results that considered a specific theory.  
Kempster (2009) did not study a particular leadership development intervention but rather 
based his conclusions that formal leadership development programs had only a minimal 
impact on the overall leadership development of an individual on evidence gathered from a 
multifaceted qualitative study comprised largely of interviews of successful leaders. 
Kempster acknowledged that formal programs provided value relative to developing the self-
identity of the participant and in providing peer groups and networking opportunities. 
However, leadership salience, leadership self-efficacy and leadership identity were 
interrelated and essential components of leadership development which occurred through 
situational, enacted and observed learning opportunities over the course of one's lifetime or 
career (Kempster, 2009). Leadership development is characterized by a multitude of 
experiences and an ongoing process rather than something that can be achieved in a single 
intervention (Bilhuber Galli & Muller-Stewens, 2012; Van Velsor, Moxley, & Bunker, 
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2004). Thus, Kempster was not convinced that formal leadership development had value but 
rather suggested that informal opportunities, situational encounters, context dependent 
experiences and notable people influenced leadership development. Nonetheless, a well-
structured formal development intervention can incorporate the attributes that Kempster 
determined as most important. Most notably, the participation of recognized leaders or 
relevant experts has characterized many interventions.  
The aforementioned studies showed that participation in leadership development 
programs generally led to individual knowledge and behavioural outcomes. Moreover, 
leadership self-efficacy has been a prominent outcome. However, some programs worked, 
while others did not, yet there was no conclusive research that addressed why this was the 
case even though some evidence suggested that leadership development could not be 
attained in a single intervention. While the organization may have experienced performance 
improvements as a result of leadership development interventions, there was little evidence 
in the research presented for this outcome. However, when an organizational outcome was 
evident, the studies were deficient in providing any explanation as to why that had occurred. 
Furthermore, the research did not investigate what program elements led to the 
organizational outcome. No study compared those programs with lower or no organizational 
effect to programs that yielded positive organizational outcomes to determine the 
intervention factors that might have created the difference. More research is required to 
establish a metric for assessing leadership effectiveness, to develop a correlation between 
leadership behaviour and organizational outcomes, and to develop a causal relationship 
between leadership training and the development of leaders (Allio, 2006).  
 
 
79 
	
2.11. Leadership Self-Efficacy - Emergence and Effective Performance 
The research herein and much of the discussion focused on developing leadership self-
efficacy. Self-efficacy was absolutely necessary to successful leadership and formed part of 
every major leadership theory (McCormick, 2001). Self-efficacy judgements are important 
as they not only influence what skills one perceives oneself to have but they can affect 
thinking processes eliciting either confidence or self-doubt (Bandura, 1997). It is important 
for leaders to have elevated levels of leadership self-efficacy but it is unlikely a person with 
low confidence would aspire to a leadership role (Benson & Campbell, 2007; Kouzes & 
Posner, 2007). However, it was also important to have reviewed the research that 
demonstrated the importance of self-efficacy to leadership effectiveness and emergence. 
There would be little point in developing leadership self-efficacy if LSE had no connection 
to the development of leaders and leadership. The research demonstrated the relationship 
between LSE and leadership effectiveness both in single dimensions, such as change 
management, and across a broad range of leadership activities and behaviours.  
It was not surprising that a significant body of research had been undertaken to determine 
the relationship between LSE and leadership effectiveness. The qualitative research of 
Bennis and Nanus (1985) linked self-confidence to outstanding leadership. Subsequent 
research indicated that LSE was a predictor of leadership effectiveness (Anderson et al., 
2008; Chemers, Watson, & May, 2000; Foti & Hauenstein, 2007; Paglis & Green, 2002; 
Tubbs & Schulz, 2006). Conversely, Shipman and Mumford (2011) found that 
overconfidence could be detrimental to some dimensions of leadership effectiveness. 
However, while acknowledging that overconfidence or gross misjudgement of self-efficacy 
existed, Bandura (1997) cautioned that any assessment of overconfidence based on a failed 
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or less than desirable performance had to be examined carefully. External factors affect 
performance such that performance failure occurs for reasons other than lack of ability or 
skill. Furthermore, Bandura warned that under estimates of efficacy were just as detrimental 
as over estimates because under confidence led to missed opportunity and actions foregone.  
The most recent and comprehensive research was conducted by Anderson et al. (2008) 
who developed an 88-item measurement scale for leadership self-efficacy and leadership 
effectiveness using 251 managers of a financial services company and multi-source ratings 
from 2,070 raters. The results not only yielded taxonomic structures for LSE and 
effectiveness but highlighted the potential to use LSE as a predictor of leadership 
effectiveness based on the relationships established in the study. The findings also suggested 
that there were 18 dimensions or factors comprising LSE but only 9 for leadership 
effectiveness which attested to the complexity of leadership. Anderson et al. suggested that 
the difference in the numbers of factors for LSE and leadership effectiveness confirmed that 
LSE self-assessments were more defined than those of leadership effectiveness and thus the 
study of LSE was distinct from leadership effectiveness even though LSE predicted 
effectiveness.  
Much of the work on leadership self-efficacy, such as that undertaken by Paglis and 
Green (2002), examined a single or a small number of potential dimensions of leadership. 
Based on the ratings of subordinates, LSE related to direction setting and gaining the 
commitment of followers was positively linked to effectiveness in the same domains of 
leading change (Paglis & Green, 2002). Anderson et al. (2008) adopted a broader definition 
of leadership, one that incorporated aspects of management based on extensive literature 
reviews and interviews with 44 senior executives. Paglis (2010) contrasted this broader view 
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of leadership to that which was adopted in Paglis and Green where a more restrictive 
definition of leadership was used. Paglis and Green incorporated only those elements that 
were unique to leadership: setting a direction for the work unit, overcoming obstacles to 
change, and gaining commitment for change and continuous improvement. However, Paglis 
concurred that the context for the research or application should dictate the leadership 
construct measured. Furthermore, Bandura (1997) indicated that a multitude of domain 
related measures were better predictors of self-efficacy than a single item or a general 
measure. Thus the measurement scale developed by Anderson et al. was appropriate as it 
was relevant to the situation and offered optimum predictability and explanation. The study 
by Anderson et al. provided support for the importance of leadership self-efficacy as a 
predictor of leadership effectiveness and hence the importance of enhancing LSE through 
leadership development programs. The differences between the leadership self-efficacy 
measure adopted by Paglis and Greene and that by Anderson et al. exposed not only the 
range of behaviours that have been attributable to leadership (Paglis, 2010) but the difficulty 
in creating programs and measuring outcomes related to leadership self-efficacy and 
leadership development and thus, the importance of this research. 
Leaders who had high leadership self-efficacy were rated more highly in peer and 
supervisor performance ratings and had higher ratings by independent trained observers than 
did counterparts with lower LSE (Chemers et al., 2000). LSE was highly correlated with 
both leadership potential and leadership performance as evidenced in peer, supervisor and 
independent ratings of leadership. The findings were based on the results from an experiment 
involving 96 military cadets. Gender was not a factor in the results. The LSE scale measured 
16 specific dimensions of LSE based on relevant leadership skills for military officers and 
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assessed general leadership self-efficacy using the eight item scale developed by Murphy 
(1992). The results were particularly interesting as leadership self-efficacy as it related to the 
more general concept of leadership, and task specific leadership self-efficacy as it related to 
specific leadership elements such as communication and giving direction, were both related 
to the ratings by instructors, peers and observers indicating that those with higher self-
efficacy also had higher ratings across both the general and specific domain (Chemers et al., 
2000). Thus a leadership development intervention has the potential to affect both general 
leadership self-efficacy as well as task specific elements of leadership self-efficacy, both of 
which are positively related to effectiveness. 
In a similar study of 81 military cadets, Foti and Hauenstein (2007) used both the typical 
variable approach and a pattern approach that considered the multiplicity of individual 
differences, including general self-efficacy, albeit not general leadership self-efficacy, 
dominance, intelligence and self-image on leadership emergence and effectiveness. Based on 
self-ratings, peer ratings and observer data, Foti and Hauenstein found that the same 
individual qualities of high intelligence, high dominance, high general self-efficacy, and high 
self-monitoring were associated with both the promotion to leadership positions (emergence) 
and the demonstration of effectiveness as a leader. Furthermore, cognitive ability best 
predicted emergence while personality best predicted promotion (Foti & Hauenstein, 2007). 
The variable approach yielded results that suggested only intelligence predicted emergence 
and only dominance significantly predicted promotion. However, the pattern approach, 
whereby characteristics were considered in concert, was indicative that cadets who exhibited 
high scores on all four areas emerged as leaders, were promoted and rated as effective. Thus, 
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the varied approaches explained dimensions of leadership somewhat differently and 
highlighted the complexity of the domain. 
While Foti and Hauenstein (2007) conducted a rigorous study, the research considered 
only general self-efficacy and used the general self-efficacy scale developed by Sherer et al. 
(1982) instead of domain specific, leadership self-efficacy. The Sherer et al. scale was used 
with 17 items related to GSE and measured the construct with a rating from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree. Since self-efficacy is a domain specific construct the general self-
efficacy scale was an inappropriate instrument for the construct with questionable predictive 
ability (Bandura, 1997). However, Foti and Hauenstein defended the decision to use the 
measurement of general self-efficacy by suggesting that self-efficacy could also be a global 
construct. In spite of the compelling findings, the research relating to self-efficacy must be 
considered in light of the scale deficiencies and the potential weaknesses in construct 
applicability.  
The advantage of the Foti and Hauenstein (2007) study was not the findings related to 
efficacy and the predictive value of various traits, but rather the recognition of the 
complexity of leadership and leadership self-efficacy. While general self-efficacy may have 
had weak predictive value, Zaccaro (2012) acknowledged the vacillating importance of trait- 
based constructs in the history of leadership research that has included the examination of 
individual differences as predictors of leadership emergence and effectiveness. Variable 
approaches have predominated but the more robust analysis fostered by the pattern approach 
adopted by Foti and Hauenstein better addressed the complexity of leadership, personality 
traits and self-efficacy (Zaccaro, 2012). Thus, the apparent complexity of the domain and the 
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research problems necessitated a more robust analysis and supported the mixed methods 
research design.  
Another relevant dimension of emergence focused on the leadership in the context of 
leaderless group discussions and the relationship of gender, self-efficacy and extroversion. 
Based on a meta-analysis of 45 studies, Ensari, Riggio, Christian, and Carslaw (2011) found 
that self-efficacy and self-esteem were stronger predictors of leadership emergence for males 
than for females. Furthermore, extroversion, particularly in males, was also a predictor of 
leadership emergence. Overall high initial levels of LSE influenced selection as a leader and 
ultimately performance as a leader in leaderless groups (Ensari et al., 2011). This study was 
particularly relevant as it explored the effects of both gender and extroversion on the 
emergence of leadership. Given the female domination and preference for introversion which 
have characterized the library profession, and given the team based and discussion 
orientation of research context, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Development Institute, 
the findings that extroverted males were most likely to emerge as leaders influenced the 
mixed methods analysis that was undertaken.  
In a study of university students, Day and Sin (2011) confirmed the hypothesis that those 
individuals who identified themselves as a leader were most likely to demonstrate leadership 
effectiveness over time but that individuals not only start with different degrees of leadership 
acumen, but develop at different rates, and respond differentially to a development 
intervention. While the findings did not specifically mention self-efficacy, the concept of 
self-identification as a leader inherently implies an efficacy judgment. The findings were 
particularly relevant to this research because they were derived from emerging, not 
experienced leaders, and because self-identification as a leader is essential to participation in 
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NELI, the intervention used in this research. Most significantly, the finding that even new or 
emerging leaders cannot be considered a homogenous group suggested that the methodology 
had to contemplate these differences. The findings also highlighted the difficulty in 
specifying a universal program that would respond equally to all participants.  
LSE was also linked to both the development of leadership competencies and the 
execution of leadership behaviours. Leadership self-efficacy is critical to individual leader 
competency development (Tubbs & Schulz, 2006; Wallis & McLoughlin, 2007) and to the 
ability of the individual to translate the development to organizational effectiveness and 
success (Tubbs & Schulz, 2006). While LSE was identified as the most predictive of 17 
leadership competencies on leadership behaviour, Wallis and McLoughlin (2007) 
acknowledged that they had not linked the behaviours to the attainment of results in their 
study of leadership in the Irish public sector. Tubbs and Schulz (2006) have linked LSE 
through the stages of individual leader development to organizational effectiveness, 
suggesting that LSE in leaders is an important pre-cursor to organizational effectiveness but 
the results of the research undertaken by Collins and Holton (2004) clarified that the 
demonstration of leadership behaviours, knowledge and skills alone did not imply 
organizational effectiveness. Thus, the results of the research undertaken by Wallis and 
McLoughlin were limited, but highlighted the importance of LSE to leadership behaviour.  
Task specific elements of LSE were linked to not only behavioural outcomes but to 
organizational outcomes. Most notably, in leading change, those leaders with high leadership 
self-efficacy particularly in direction setting and gaining commitment components were seen 
by direct reports as having engaged in more behaviours and attempts to have led change 
compared to those with low leadership self-efficacy (Paglis & Green, 2002). Furthermore, 
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Paglis and Green (2002) found that the managers’ motivation for leading change, a 
component of leadership, was linked to leadership self-efficacy as defined by three variables: 
direction setting, gaining commitment, and overcoming obstacles. Moreover, leadership self-
efficacy was integral to worker motivation (Webb, 2007). Thus, a leader with high LSE was 
not only likely to be motivated to lead change but would motivate followers.  
Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) undertook a ground-breaking meta-analysis of 114 studies 
that examined the relationship between self-efficacy and work performance and found that 
there was a significant correlation between work performance and self-efficacy. The study 
continues to have relevance. The study clearly demonstrated the importance of self-efficacy 
development to task performance as Stajkovic and Luthans concluded that knowledge and 
skills development alone were not sufficient to improve employee effectiveness in 
performing complex tasks but rather employees needed programs that enhanced their beliefs 
in what they could do, self-efficacy. While not dealing specifically with leadership or 
leadership self-efficacy, the research singularly provided evidence of the importance of self-
efficacy to task performance and thus it underpinned the research herein.  
Finally, the complex concept of leadership and the differentiation between developing 
leader self-efficacy and leadership self-efficacy were highlighted in the experiment 
undertaken by Hoyt, Murphy, Halverson, and Watson (2003). Leaders showing high 
leadership self-efficacy experienced higher levels of task self-efficacy, such as leading a 
group, higher collective efficacy for the task, and lower anxiety (Hoyt et al., 2003; 
Villanueva & Sanchez, 2007). Lower levels of anxiety were related to higher levels of the 
task self-efficacy. Leadership self-efficacy for the task was associated with the collective 
efficacy for the task which predicted follower’s collective efficacy and which in turn 
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predicted group performance (Hoyt et al., 2003). The finding showed why it has been so 
difficult to understand the dimensions of leadership. The interactions between leaders and 
followers and the related efficacy development have had a significant effect on the 
performance outcome. Thus, while the leader self-efficacy has been linked to group 
performance or has predicted group performance, the role of followers and the collective 
efficacy also has played a role in the determination of group performance.  
Leadership self-efficacy has been a predictor of knowledge, behavioural and group 
performance both when it has been assessed as a full array of leadership attributes and 
behaviours and when it has been restricted to a specific leadership task. This has validated 
the importance of the intended research as the ultimate goal of leadership development 
programs is to effect organizational and community outcomes. Leadership self-efficacy is an 
important vehicle to achieve these outcomes.  
 
2.12. Leadership Development Program and Self-Efficacy Development 
As important as leadership self-efficacy is to both leadership performance and leadership 
development program outcomes, few leadership development programs have acknowledged 
the relationship. For this reason, little research and even fewer evaluations have explored 
whether leadership development interventions enhanced leadership self-efficacy and fewer 
still have investigated how the programs achieved increases in leadership self-efficacy 
through program content and attributes. Hollenbeck and Hall (2004) examined self-efficacy 
and its relationship to leader performance and asked the rhetorical question as to why it had 
taken so long for the importance of it to be incorporated in the leadership literature. Their 
answer was simple. Leadership self-efficacy seemed so obvious that it had been ignored 
(Hollenbeck & Hall, 2004). Yet leadership self-efficacy distinguished leaders from non-
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leaders and the frequency of attempts at leadership (McCormick et al., 2002). Fortunately, 
some research, albeit scant, on leadership development programs and leadership self-efficacy 
development has been undertaken to address the aforementioned gaps. 
Gist and Mitchell (1992) and Bandura (1997) agreed that the individuals who were 
unfamiliar with a situation or task were likely to misjudge their efficacy for performing the 
necessary skills to accomplish the task until such time as they have had the requisite training 
to either acquire the skills or understand the task. The training might change the skill level 
which would lead to an adjustment in the perceived efficacy for the task. At times, however, 
the intervention or training does not actually change the skill level of an individual. Instead, 
it potentially changes the efficacy assessment made by individual if it becomes apparent that 
they have the ability to perform the task with existing skills. Thus, mistaken assessments of 
self-efficacy can arise when individuals make a faulty assumption that a task or situation is 
similar to another for which they have skill and experience, when individuals focus on the 
most difficult aspects of the task, when the environment appears unduly complex or when 
they are so unfamiliar with a task or situation or when a task or situation is so ill defined that 
judgment is difficult (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Simply put, “judgment of self-efficacy 
requires knowledge of task demands” (Bandura, 1997, p. 64).  
Changes to self-efficacy assessments are derived from attribution and feedback (Gist & 
Mitchell, 1992). Individuals with high levels of self-efficacy are likely to attribute failure to 
lack of effort or bad luck while individuals with low levels of self-efficacy are likely to 
attribute failure to lack of skill, if appropriate feedback does not clarify the reality of the 
situation (Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Bandura (1997) posited that one’s 
evaluation of task related efficacy changed when one became more familiar with the task or 
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situation, even if actual skill level was unaltered but he considered this one potential 
outcome from a training intervention, the other being skill acquisition and appropriate self-
efficacy adjustment. One could not assume that an individual’s efficacy judgements were 
either exaggerated or overly conservative unless one had measured the understanding that 
the individual had of the task demands (Bandura, 1997, p. 64).  
Mencl et al. (2012) argued that the reappraisal of efficacy based on an inaccurate pre-
training assessment has led to inappropriate conclusions relative to the value of training 
interventions and their positive effect on task specific efficacy. Moreover, the study of 417 
sales trainees suggested that inferences about increases in task specific efficacy as a result of 
training were unfounded when the training resulted in modifications to efficacy appraisals by 
learners only because they were more aware of their responses (Mencl et al., 2012). Thus, 
self-efficacy change scores may not be reflective of the value of a training intervention but 
rather represent more attentiveness to task specific self-efficacy scoring by trainees and a 
better understanding of the task. Pretest scores had little value. Only the posttest scores 
represented an accurate assessment of task specific efficacy (Mencl et al., 2012).  
Whether a LDP results in skill acquisition, a better understanding of the task or more 
attentiveness to the self-efficacy assessment related to either a better understanding of the 
task or requisite skills, the end result is a change in the individual’s belief about the skills 
and the self-efficacy for the task. Arguably an individual may not have increased their skill 
level as a result of an intervention but the change in self-efficacy, regardless of the reason, is 
nonetheless a change in an individual's perception of their ability to complete the task. That 
is, task specific self-efficacy is not necessarily a proxy for skill level or skill acquisition. 
Moreover, contrary to the findings espoused by Mencl et al. (2012), Gist and Mitchell (1992) 
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asserted that regardless of whether a change in self-efficacy was derived from a reappraisal 
based on a better understanding of the skill required, confirmation of existing skills or the 
acquisition of new skill, the appraisal of self-efficacy was still affected by the experience.  
The findings were considered in the methodology and design of the research as 
measurement of LSE change was integral to the investigation. In spite of the findings and 
interpretations put forward by Mencl et al. (2012) this study assessed the LDP intervention 
with LSE change scores and comparisons derived from pretest and posttest measurements. 
Bandura (1997) suggested that causality related to self-efficacy interventions could be 
measured with a multiple test environment. Therefore, the effect of an LDP on LSE has been 
evaluated in the first instance by assessing pretest to posttest gains in self-efficacy but the 
embedded qualitative analysis ensured that conclusions and inferences based on quantitative 
findings were contextualized and interpreted with the qualitative investigation. Moreover, 
the recommendations of Mencl et al. were considered in the research design such that 
posttest scores were also analyzed in conjunction with the qualitative data in determining the 
effectiveness of the LDP on LSE development.  
In considering leadership self-efficacy development in the context of a leadership 
development program, gender (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Owen, 2008), initial levels of LSE 
(Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992; McCormick & Tanguma, 2007; Mencl et al., 2012; 
Sherer et al., 1982) as well as prior leadership experience and training (Chan & Drasgow, 
2001, Dugan & Komives, 2007; Owen, 2008; Popper & Mayseless, 2007; Tschannen-Moran 
& Hoy, 2007) were found to affect the development of LSE and the effectiveness of the 
intervention. While gender was significantly related to LSE (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 
Owen, 2008) such that males generally exhibited higher levels of LSE than women, the 
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research did not suggest that gender definitively affected the ability to acquire LSE in 
development interventions. However, individuals with higher levels of general self-efficacy 
were more confident in their ability to acquire a skill during training and to apply the skill 
thereafter than those individuals with lower general self-efficacy (Mencl et al., 2012; Sherer 
et al., 1982). Thus, males might have been expected to be more confident in skills 
acquisition than their female counterparts. Conversely, individuals with lower levels of LSE 
showed the greatest increases in LSE as a result of an intervention (McCormick & Tanguma, 
2007). Those with initial high LSE experienced significant downward changes in LSE 
(McCormick & Tanguma, 2007) likely as a result of their original misinterpretation of the 
task (Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992), overconfidence or a ceiling effect related to 
efficacy development (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Thus, the research anticipated potential 
gender effects. 
The complexity of LSE development and the relevance of initial levels of LSE are 
explained by differentiating preparatory self-efficacy, efficacy during a developmental 
phase, from performance self-efficacy, efficacy during task performance. For optimal 
development to occur, preparatory self-efficacy has to be at moderately low levels as 
individuals with high levels of preparatory self-efficacy see little benefit in investing in 
additional development or training and those with very low levels of preparatory self-
efficacy are likely stressed in a development environment and not motivated (Bandura, 1997; 
Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011). Conversely, for optimum performance to occur, high levels 
of performance efficacy are necessary to undertake difficult tasks but resilient self-efficacy 
that which allows individuals to persevere during adversity and rebound after failure is 
equally important (Bandura, 1997; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011).  
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If development interventions are to increase LSE, then they must consider the differences 
in the composition of LSE from individual to individual. "The degree of change that might 
be expected in self-efficacy is partly a function of the variability and locus of its 
determinants" (Gist & Mitchell, 1992, p. 200). Because self-efficacy can be quite tenuous 
and dependent on how the belief was acquired, the strength of the belief and intervening 
experiences, adversity can have detrimental effects (Bandura, 1997). However, resilience 
implies that self-efficacy beliefs are solid, acquired from mastery experiences or multiple 
modelling experiences such that an individual can thrive in adversity (Bandura, 1977, 1997). 
Thus, initial levels and the composition of LSE, particularly preparatory and performance 
LSE are critical to the success of a development intervention. 
Learning self-efficacy, efficacy for learning a new task is not only a pre-requisite to 
performance LSE but determines the effectiveness of a development intervention (Bandura, 
1997; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011). Optimum leader development occurs when learning 
efficacy is also resilient such that developing leaders learn from a serious of challenges, not 
all of which are performed successfully and the probability of failure is always inherent 
(Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011; Moxley & Pulley, 2004). During this period of 
development LSE will necessarily fluctuate. However, to ensure self-efficacy increases 
rather than diminishes, tasks must have the appropriate degree of difficulty (Machida & 
Schaubroeck, 2011). The success of a development intervention is predicated on the 
inclusion of assessment through feedback and comparison, challenge and peer support 
(McCauley & Douglas, 2004; Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004). Because challenges and 
subsequent failures can have a detrimental effect on self-efficacy, Bandura (1997) 
maintained that affirmative experiences lead to the greatest self-efficacy enhancements. In 
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response, Machida and Schaubroeck (2011) suggested that challenge experiences must not 
only exist but they must be developmentally appropriate, at the right level and time, so that 
successful outcomes are likely, and that appropriate feedback, peer support and mentoring 
complement the experience. Thus, not only do initial levels of LSE affect the success of the 
intervention but the appropriateness of the development challenges to the level of LSE are 
also relevant. The complexity of LSE development has been considered in the methodology.  
 Steyn and Mynhardt (2008) found that additional efficacy information did not have a 
linear cumulative effect in the formation of self-efficacy perceptions. This finding appeared 
to dismiss the cumulative and integrative effects that Bandura (1997) asserted the various 
sources of efficacy provided but it highlighted the potential importance of relative weighting 
and context in self-efficacy development and integration (Steyn & Mynhardt, 2008).  It is not 
clear, however, whether the ceiling effect identified in some LSE research (Blastorah, 2009; 
Gist & Mitchell, 1992) and the findings that there was greater plasticity of individuals that 
were low in LSE as compared to those that were high in LSE (McCormick & Tanguma, 
2007) might have affected the results presented by Steyn and Mynhardt. The work of Gist 
and Mitchell (1992) related to pre-existing levels of self-efficacy best addressed the 
importance of context and provided a potential explanation for the contradictory findings in 
that high levels of pre-intervention self-efficacy were likely to experience ceiling effects 
while low levels of initial self-efficacy were likely to benefit from multiple sources of 
efficacy development. Thus, research has shown that the effectiveness of a LDP in 
enhancing LSE has been influenced by not only LDP content and other structural attributes 
but also by the context and the appropriateness of the LDP to the pre-program levels of 
participant LSE.  
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As noted above, McCormick and Tanguma (2007) made a significant contribution to the 
research on LSE development and leadership development interventions. The findings from 
the non-equivalent control group design suggested that initial levels of LSE had to be 
considered in both developing a LDP and in assessing the effectiveness of the intervention. 
The change in LSE as a result of an intervention for individuals with initial low LSE was in 
the opposite direction than the change experienced by individuals with high LSE. Thus, at a 
group level, the overall effects of an intervention were masked and deemed to be non-
significant compared to a control group. Their findings have been considered in the 
methodology and analysis. 
Not only did experience predict self-efficacy (Chan & Drasgow, 2001, Dugan & 
Komives, 2007; Owen, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007) but most specifically, prior 
experience as a positional leader (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Owen, 2008) and as part of a 
group (Owen, 2008) predicted LSE. Furthermore, when leadership development included 
experiential learning derived from the role as a positional leader, LSE was positively 
enhanced (Dugan & Komives, 2007). Conversely, neither task specific training nor 
leadership training provided in an intervention significantly affected LSE of leaders as 
compared to followers (Murphy, 1992). However, Murphy (1992) found that the LSE of 
both leaders and the followers, that is, all participants in the intervention, increased 
significantly from pre-intervention levels to post intervention levels. Thus, it appears that the 
intervention affected both leaders and followers, not just the leaders exposed to task specific 
and leadership training. While Murphy acknowledged some potential weaknesses in the 
methodology, it is possible that vicarious learning or social persuasion experienced by 
followers was as significant as the experiential learning of leaders, thus resulting in 
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significant LSE increases for all participants. As the self-efficacy of group leaders was not 
easily changed by a single task specific or leadership experience alone it is also possible, as 
supported by other research, that the experiences or training did not incorporate sufficient 
experiential learning. In the absence of efficacy enhancing experiences, both task specific 
and leadership training had little differential impact on LSE.  
The importance of developing leadership self-efficacy has been undervalued. Based on 
the construct put forward by Bandura (1997) it is clear that if leadership development 
program participants are not motivated to use the leadership skills that they have, they will 
not lead and if they are not confident then they will neither be motivated to attempt 
leadership nor will they engage in leadership regularly. Skill training alone has not been 
enough to guarantee leadership performance but leadership development programs have 
resulted in the requisite gains in LSE. Thus, it should have been clear that developing 
leadership self-efficacy, particularly in professions like librarianship, should have been 
paramount to the usefulness of leadership training. Without the knowledge gained from 
research as to how these programs have incorporated leadership self-efficacy development 
and how they have affected leadership self-efficacy in participants, it has been difficult to 
evaluate or improve the programs.  
 
2.13. Leadership Development Program Content and Attributes  
Thus far, the literature review has established that program evaluations, while less than 
perfect methodologically, have indicated that leadership development interventions have 
resulted in enhanced leadership self-efficacy. The review has also established that LSE 
should have been an important program outcome as it was linked to organizational 
performance, although few programs had specifically intended to develop LSE. Because 
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LSE is so important to performance, it was imperative that LSE be evaluated as part of the 
study of an intervention. Finally, the research as to how program content and attributes 
affected LSE and leadership development was essential to the determination as to what 
elements and attributes should be considered in a LDP. Thus, it was appropriate to review 
potential items for program content based on the research that supported their importance to 
LSE and thus their inclusion.  
Various studies have examined how best to develop leaders or enhance leadership skills 
and the effect of these methods or program content on leadership self-efficacy. However, 
these studies tended to be of one of two types: those that focused on a single dimensional 
intervention such as mentoring, and those that focused on a multi-dimensional program of 
interventions which is the typical leadership development program. Other studies yet were 
concerned primarily with increasing the effectiveness of a development intervention with 
respect to the behavioural or organizational outcomes. These studies seldom focused on self-
efficacy but rather were concerned with program content specific to leadership development.  
The transference of the leadership skills attained in a leadership development intervention 
to actual practice is necessary to determine that behavioural change has occurred as a result 
of the program. Program attributes and characteristics can make a difference in whether the 
skills are ultimately used. Social Cognitive Theory and the self-efficacy construct explain the 
importance of self-efficacy to utilization. In the literature, the program attributes and content 
that best facilitated the desired program outcomes, and which presumably incorporated the 
self-efficacy construct, were referred to as best practice. The best practice components were 
intended to apply to a comprehensive development program within an organization or 
industry. However, as Thatcher (2006) suggested, best practices that related to the creation 
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of a learning system and which included both traditional or formal learning and action 
learning such as challenging job assignments, mentoring, senior leaders as models and 360 
degree assessment, were particularly relevant.  
To date, Versland (2009) has been alone in asking some of the relevant questions relating 
to a development program and leadership self-efficacy: what program content affects 
leadership self-efficacy and what role does the program content play in the development of 
LSE. The targets of her investigation were principal preparation programs that were 
designed to equip principals to lead schools, and thus the term leadership self-efficacy was 
replaced by principal self-efficacy. The research required that the principals reflected on 
their experiences with their principal preparation program. The participants were very 
different from that what would be expected in librarianship in that they were predominantly 
male, experienced principals who, for the most part, could not be regarded as emerging 
leaders particularly at the time the data for the research was collected. 
The research was potentially important as it represented one of the few attempts to study 
the effect of leadership program design attributes and content on self-efficacy development. 
The research used survey methodology to gather the results from past program participants 
relative to their perceptions of the program effectiveness and their leadership self-efficacy. 
Using the 18 item Principal Self Efficacy Scale (PSES) and 34 other measures relating to 
principal preparation, Versland (2009) measured the leadership self-efficacy at the time of 
data collection. So while self-efficacy was measured at the point of survey, one could not 
attribute causality to the program nor ascertain whether the program had any effect on 
leadership self-efficacy. This was one drawback of the research design adopted by Versland 
in that the leadership self-efficacy measured was not commensurate with an experimental or 
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quasi-experimental design and thus there were no pretest and posttest measures of principal 
efficacy nor a control group that would have helped to link the self-efficacy studied to the 
intervention, nor provide objective evidence of self-efficacy gains. Given other findings that 
indicated that few principals experienced a change in LSE as a result of a specific 
intervention (McCauley & Hughes-James, 1994), one could not surmise that the 
interventions studied by Versland were necessarily responsible for LSE changes. 
Nonetheless, the conclusions that the program positively affected LSE were no different than 
that reported from both library and other leadership development programs. 
Versland (2009) determined four factors that principals perceived contributed to their 
LSE: instructional leadership experiences, motivation, including motivating others, authentic 
learning and practice, and finally, self-regulation. In interviews with six of twenty-two 
principals who had high levels of leadership self-efficacy and who had rated the preparation 
program highly, Versland found that peer and mentor relationships as well as authentic, 
leadership learning experiences, represented by field experiences and small group 
interactions, were perceived to affect LSE. Perseverance and persistence including managing 
stress and working with an intense schedule and format, were important for the LSE growth 
in the principals (Versland, 2009). Thus, a mix of program design attributes, content, 
relationships and experiences were perceived by participants as contributing to LSE.  
However, the context of the research and some of the results were interesting particularly 
as it related to other research. While leadership development experiences, whether they were 
of a short or long duration, had a positive effect on LSE (Dugan & Komives, 2007), more 
research was necessary to determine the optimal length of a leadership development 
intervention (Day & Sin, 2011). Based on their research, Day and Sin (2011) suggested that 
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a 13 week program of three hours per week was not sufficient to positively affect leadership 
effectiveness. The conclusion suggested length was the issue but neglected to consider 
intensity. The perception that it was important to have a tightly scheduled format that created 
intensity, rigor and stress (Versland, 2009) was consistent with the findings of Lai (1996) 
that intensive programs were more effective than distributed programs. Thus, intensity 
appeared to be important to both leadership effectiveness and efficacy. However, intensity 
could be construed as contradictory to a reflective environment. Nonetheless, both findings 
fit within the self-efficacy construct and were related to the source of efficacy from affective 
psychological states. Not only do pre-existing efficacy beliefs influence responses to stress 
but moderate levels of stress generally encourage performance (Bandura, 1997).  
Versland (2009) also found that the leadership program faculty, through encouragement, 
feedback, role-modelling and mentoring had a positive effect on the self-efficacy 
development of all of the participants in the qualitative study. This finding was consistent 
with the recommendations of Popper (2005) and the conclusions of Eich (2008) that a high 
quality leadership program included experienced practitioners as leaders, role modelling, and 
a supportive culture with a one on one relationship between participants and leaders. One 
might have characterized the role of the program faculty as expert facilitators. Thus, the 
leadership behaviours and attitudes of the persons that delivered the development 
intervention, including their self-efficacy, had a predictive effect on the success of the 
training (Hardy et al., 2010). Similarly, Tai (2006) found that how training was framed 
affected self-efficacy and motivation of trainees. These studies explained why the program 
attribute of ‘expert facilitation’ was identified as relevant to a successful behavioural 
outcome (Cohenno, 2004; Crosbie, 2005; Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007; Thatcher, 2006).  
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Various researchers have identified lists of activities or program characteristics that were 
found to be important to behavioural change in their respective research context or that 
constituted best practice. None of these lists was identical although they had common 
elements. Program content that was deemed to contribute most to the individual program 
outcomes included: reframing, mentoring, individual and collaborative inquiry, and 
journaling (Fleishman, 2005). However, Fleishman (2005) was not able to establish any 
outcomes for the LDP beyond those experienced at the individual knowledge and 
behavioural levels which was consistent with the findings from earlier meta-analytic work 
(Collins, 2002; Collins & Holton, 2004). Thus, while most programs were effective in 
assisting participants gain new knowledge, behavioural change was dependent on the 
presence of expert facilitation, formal and informal support including mentoring, coaching 
and peer interactions that enabled participant observation of others using the skills 
(Cohenno, 2004; Crosbie, 2005; Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007; Thatcher, 2006). 
Furthermore, self-study and self-analysis, opportunities to use the new skills and action 
learning increased utilization of the skills (Cohenno, 2004; Crosbie, 2005; Thatcher, 2006). 
Stress and celebration (Crosbie, 2005) and formal 360-degree feedback (Cohenno, 2004; 
Bilhuber Galli & Muller-Stewens, 2012; Thatcher, 2006) were also essential to the 
attainment of behavioural outcomes associated with leadership development programs. 
Finally, transfer of skills was enhanced when multiple individuals from the same 
organization received the training and when the personal value of the training to the 
participant was high (Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007).  
As in other research there was no attempt to explain the findings. This was fairly typical 
of leadership development interventions in that they rarely recognized the importance of 
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self-efficacy until it showed up in the results. While leadership self-efficacy was not 
specifically mentioned in any of the findings by Cohenno (2004), Crosbie (2005), Gilpin-
Jackson and Bushe (2007), or Thatcher (2006), vicarious learning though observation of 
others using the skills and vicarious learning and social persuasion provided through a 
coaching or mentoring intervention and feedback implied that building leadership self-
efficacy was important to the outcomes. Moreover, while leadership self-efficacy was not 
mentioned specifically as a factor or outcome it must have been a by-product if the 
recommendations were to have made sense. Nonetheless, the findings implied the 
importance of leadership self-efficacy and the creation of vicarious learning opportunities 
such as mentoring, peer support, feedback mechanisms and coaching to ensure behavioural 
outcomes were achieved. Gist and Mitchell (1992) concluded that learning opportunities, 
experience and feedback changed self-efficacy.  
 However, the research also introduced the importance of stress. Psychological and 
affective states, such as stress, have been determined to be a source of self-efficacy in the 
right context but debilitative to self-efficacy development in many situations (Bandura, 
1997). In stressful situations leadership experience made a significant difference to 
performance, particularly if the subjects received neither task specific training nor leadership 
training (Murphy, 1992). Furthermore, psychological states significantly affected outcomes 
in that under stressful conditions, group performance was diminished in groups led by a 
leader with low self-efficacy while groups led by a leader with high self-efficacy did not 
experience the same decline in performance (Murphy, 1992). The notion of celebration also 
has had support in the construct of self-efficacy. While not specifically referencing 
leadership self-efficacy, the recommendations of Crosbie (2005) related to the importance of 
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stress and celebration in behavioural change were in essence grounded in social cognitive 
theory and thus implied the connection to self-efficacy development.  
Some studies, such as Eich (2008), Gist and Mitchell (1992) and Popper (2005), 
introduced key elements of conceptual frameworks for leadership development rather than 
providing an evaluative role or particularly addressing self-efficacy development. The 
elements in these frameworks were nonetheless generally aligned with a subset of the factors 
that Bandura (1997) suggested were critical for self-efficacy development and thus included 
experiential learning and vicarious learning. Popper (2005) argued that a leadership 
development model had to consider the situation, the development stage of the participant 
and the appropriateness of the method for each program element. Vicarious learning, where 
the experiences of outstanding leaders were shared, and experiential learning which 
incorporated reflection, 360 degree feedback, joint investigation and skills demonstrated by 
an expert and known as “follow me” were prominent in the framework. Popper clarified the 
appropriateness of the “follow me” strategies as applicable to cases where practice was 
important and behaviours could be exactly replicated.  
Gist and Mitchell (1992) suggested three intervention strategies for self-efficacy 
development. The first is to offer task related information through experiential learning and 
modelling so that the task components and the task environment are understood. The second 
strategy is to provide task appropriate training through experiential learning, modelling, 
coaching and mentoring to improve abilities or use of existing skills, knowledge and 
abilities. The final strategy suggests that information pertaining to how much effort is 
required to achieve the desired performance and information relating to the required 
behaviours should be presented and supported with modelling, coaching, mentoring and the 
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provision of frequent, timely and appropriate feedback (p. 203). These strategies have 
influenced the qualitative investigation.  
In the Grounded Theory Model of High-Quality Leadership Programs for student 
leadership, Eich (2008) proposed a very similar framework to that introduced by Popper 
(2005), although uniquely capturing the elements in three outcome related clusters: 
Participants Engaged in Building and Sustaining a Learning Community, Student-Centered 
Experiential Learning Experiences and Research-Grounded Continuous Program 
Development. Like Popper, Eich emphasized the importance of experienced leaders who 
were able to model the desired behaviours, provide support and form individual relationships 
with participants. The use of small groups and peer to peer relationship building also 
characterized a high quality program. Eich too, stressed the importance of feedback and 
reflection, experiential learning and practice. Finally, a flexible but integrated design that 
incorporated evaluation and continuous improvement was deemed to be the most desirable. 
The works of Popper and Eich were both relevant to the research as the Northern Exposure 
to Leadership Institute was largely aligned with the frameworks. 
The development of leadership self-efficacy was informed by studies of single 
development interventions in the content areas of mentoring, coaching, building peer 
networks and reflection. Thus, the findings in these studies provided a basis for the 
qualitative research herein. Separate studies on mentoring in the nursing profession and on 
executive coaching in the public sector and their influence on leadership self-efficacy 
produced similar results. In both instances, the research hypothesized that executive 
coaching or mentoring that supplemented a leadership development program would increase 
LSE in comparison to those not receiving the specialized intervention. While Dugan and 
104 
	
Komives (2007) found that mentoring was a significant predictor of LSE in emerging 
student leaders, contrary to her expectations Blastorah (2009) determined that mentoring did 
not predict LSE for any of the leadership practices in nurses. However, mentored nurses 
were able to increase their LSE during leadership training and sustain the levels thereafter 
(Blastorah, 2009). Similarly, Brundett (2006) found that a coaching intervention associated 
with a leadership development program for middle leadership in education had a positive 
effect on leadership self-efficacy, yet Finn (2007) determined that executive coaching did 
not predict LSE. However, those receiving executive coaching were able to sustain the 
increases in LSE derived from the leadership development program and post program 
coaching positively affected the psychological states of the participants (Finn, 2007). From 
these results one might conclude that mentoring and executive coaching do not enhance 
leadership self-efficacy but help to sustain LSE derived from other experiences and 
interventions. However, the conflicting results from the studies involving emerging or newer 
leaders suggest that mentoring experiences might positively affect LSE in some 
circumstances. 
Blastorah (2009) suggested reasons for the unanticipated results which included: the small 
sample size with low power, previous mentoring experience of the participants and a 
potential ceiling effect for LSE. Both Blastorah, and Finn (2007) used subjects with 
experience. In the case of Blastorah the subjects were novice nurses, who previously had 
mentors and in the case of Finn, the subjects were executives. Thus, the suggestion that LSE 
might have a ceiling effect merited further consideration. However, in this investigation 
emerging leaders were the subjects, so significant experience and the manifestation of a 
ceiling effect were not expected but precautionary tests were built into the methodological 
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design. Both the Finn and Blastorah studies were indicative of the benefits to LSE of 
leadership development programs that encouraged an ongoing relationship with a mentor or 
a coach subsequent to the program completion. Neither study, however, determined whether 
LSE could be maintained without the supplemental intervention or whether there were less 
costly or more effective interventions.  
From the research undertaken to date have come several salient observations and 
recommendations relating to mentoring in leadership development programs. First, in the 
review of mentoring as an aspect of library leadership development, Hicks (2011) observed 
that mentoring relationships have implicit emotional connections but those inherent in a LDP 
are often contrived and thus, more susceptible to dysfunction. Hicks also suggested that not 
only should mentor training be mandatory, but mentors and mentees should develop goals 
and ground rules for the relationship. Based on the results from a study of 303 participants 
and 41 mentors in a LDP, Solansky (2010) found that the frequency of personal contact 
initiated by the mentor with the mentee and the focus on coaching rather than program 
compliance by the mentor determined the degree to which mentees formed an emotional 
connection and shared information. Thus, the benefits of the mentoring relationship were 
only realized when the mentor-mentee had an engaged relationship. Bilhuber Galli and 
Muller-Stewens (2012) determined that both mentoring and networking, while enabling 
contact experiences, generated only weak social capital. While the research has suggested 
that mentoring was linked to behavioural change and related to vicarious learning, one factor 
in self-efficacy development, the evidence has been conflicted as to the nature of the 
relationship and ultimate effect on LSE within a leadership development program.  
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The evaluation of a leadership development program for female academic leaders found 
that not only did 80% of the participants report increased leadership self-confidence but the 
component of the program that facilitated networking and the building of peer relationships 
contributed the most to personal effectiveness (Harris & Leberman, 2012). While the 
evaluation did not establish causality or a direct link between the building peer networks and 
self-efficacy, it was consistent with the findings of Popper (2005) and Eich (2008) and 
highlighted the importance of establishing peer networks for reflection, support and 
feedback. The program components were focused on change, communication, conflict and 
personal development. However, participants did not perceive the content to be as influential 
as the peer networks nor were any outcomes associated with the content perceived to be as 
important as the increase in self-confidence. The findings demonstrated that the structural 
attributes of a program were more the important than the content.  
Related to both mentoring and the development of peer relationships and the overall 
structure of leadership development programs were the findings of Barclay, Mellor, Bulger, 
and Kath (2007) on perceived steward success and leadership self-efficacy in a union 
environment. Leadership self-efficacy enhancement through vicarious learning from same 
gender relationships was stronger than that derived from mixed gender relationships 
(Barclay et al., 2007). That is females derived more positively enforcing efficacy experiences 
from female leaders, and males from male leaders than either males or females did in mixed 
gender situations. The study had an inherent design weakness arising from the single source, 
self-report nature of the data related to perceived steward success. Furthermore, there was no 
evidence that those surveyed ever aspired to become union stewards so it was uncertain 
whether that they would have wholeheartedly engaged in vicarious learning to acquire the 
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skills to become a steward. However, the findings still merited consideration and further 
investigation as Bandura (1997, p. 432) also alluded to the need for same sex role modelling.  
Reflection is another important component of leadership development programs intended 
to enhance LSE. Fitzgerald and Schutte (2010) conducted a pretest-posttest control group 
experiment on 118 managers in the Australian retail travel business to determine if reflective 
writing as a transformational leadership based, leadership development intervention 
increased leadership self-efficacy. The results confirmed that reflection is important to the 
development of LSE. Those participating in an expressive reflective writing exercise 
demonstrated higher levels of transformational leadership behaviour, a significantly greater 
increase in LSE compared to those who did not partake in the extended journaling and those 
participants with higher emotional intelligence at the onset showed the greatest increases in 
LSE after the intervention (Fitzgerald & Schutte, 2010). The results of the studies on 
reflective journaling and leadership self-efficacy development are consistent with what 
would expect based on the construct of self-efficacy and social cognitive theory. Self-
reflection is the method by which a person assesses efficacy and is essential to the control of 
behaviour, thoughts and self-efficacy development (Bandura, 1997).  
Research has shown that program attributes had the power to influence leadership self–
efficacy development but were not solely responsible for the degree to which LSE was 
developed. Perceptions of self-efficacy were more profoundly influenced by self-referenced 
information (mastery experiences) than by social comparison (Bandura, 1997; Steyn & 
Mynhardt, 2008). Self-efficacy development that resulted from training varied depending on 
disposition of trainees and initial levels of efficacy (Gerhardt & Brown, 2006). These 
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findings were important because the program content and attributes alone were not 
responsible for the degree of development of LSE.  
The cumulative findings that have been reviewed herein demonstrated the need for 
additional research that would further explore the complexity of LSE development. 
Understanding how leadership development program content and attributes contributed to 
the development of leadership self-efficacy was paramount to this research. Knowing what 
elements had a positive effect on LSE development, understanding the context in which LSE 
was affected and recognizing the reality that some elements such as mentoring and coaching 
interventions might not contribute to LSE in certain circumstances, informed the qualitative 
research and the breadth of discovery and investigation that was undertaken.  
 
2.14. Summary 
This chapter began with a review of Social cognitive theory, the self-efficacy construct 
and with leadership theory, together which collectively provided a framework for the 
construct, leadership self-efficacy, which combined with leadership development provided 
the subject of this investigation. The library profession has some distinctive characteristics 
such as female domination, personality type, and generally lower leadership self-efficacy. 
Little research has been done on either leadership development or self-efficacy within the 
library domain. Thus, the library profession was the context for the research. Leadership 
development was investigated in the context of a formal leadership development program, 
the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute which was representative of a large number of 
programs with the same philosophical underpinnings and similar structure and content.  
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Leadership development programs were intended to develop leaders who would ideally 
enhance organizational performance. Thus, the starting point for the literature review was 
Library Leadership Development Program Evaluation. The evaluations done in the library 
sector mirrored those in other sectors and generally lacked rigor and generalizability. While 
the evaluations based largely on participant perception were not always conclusive as to 
whether leadership development programs were effective and at what level, the findings, that 
leadership self-efficacy was increased by the intervention were pervasive. 
The next stage of the literature review, Leadership Development, Self-efficacy and 
Effective Performance showed that leadership self-efficacy was a predictor of organizational 
performance, the application of leadership behaviour and the acquisition of knowledge and 
skills. Thus, the importance of leadership self-efficacy to leadership development and 
leadership development programs was established.  
The section entitled Leadership Development Program and Self-efficacy Development 
identified research to suggest that leadership self-efficacy was increased through 
participation in a leadership development intervention. Thus, the research provided support 
for the hypothesis: Emerging library leaders demonstrate increased leadership self-efficacy 
after participating in an intervention characterized as a library leadership development 
program.  
The final section entitled Leadership Development Program and Content reviewed 
research relating to the program content, structure and attributes and their influence on 
leadership development and leadership self-efficacy development. Research on mentoring, 
coaching, reflective journaling and other elements was reviewed to provide support for the 
second and third research questions which sought to determine how leadership programs 
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developed self-efficacy, specifically how the content and attributes of a leadership 
development program affected leadership self-efficacy development. Overall, the research 
affirmed the importance of LDP content, attributes, context and other factors relating to the 
LSE of participants to the success of an intervention in enhancing LSE in participants. 
However, most of the findings related to structural elements or program composition as 
opposed to specific topical content. Although limited, the content related findings together 
with the attribute related research both informed the qualitative analysis and justified the 
need for additional research in this area.   
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CHAPTER 3 
3. METHODOLOGY  
	
3.1. Introduction 
The Literature Review in Chapter 2 provided a context for the current research within the 
existing body of related research. The review also exposed an apparent gap in the research in 
that none of it adequately addressed the problem as to how leadership self-efficacy could be 
developed through formalized leadership program interventions. This chapter outlines the 
research methodology and the underlying theoretical and philosophical frameworks that 
most appropriately responded to the three research questions:  
1) How does participation by emerging leaders in a library leadership development 
program affect their leadership self-efficacy?  
2) What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program are 
relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? 
3) What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library leadership 
development program that make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in 
emerging leaders? 
Collectively these questions addressed the research problem.  
The Chapter begins by outlining the underlying theoretical foundation for the pragmatic 
research paradigm that underpinned this mixed methods embedded, QUAN (qual), 
experimental research design. The next two sections of this chapter explore the use of mixed 
methods not only from a purely research perspective, but also through the theoretical 
framework provided by evaluation theory. Evaluation theory was particularly relevant 
because the research problem was rooted in the evaluation of library leadership development 
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programs. The research problem, purpose, questions and hypotheses are then presented. The 
chapter goes on to review both the mixed methods methodology and the integral components 
of mixed methods research, quantitative and qualitative enquiry and their specific and 
respective application in the research process. Specifically, it explains the rationale for the 
embedded design with a dominant quantitative experiment and a secondary qualitative 
survey and how the two methods have been integrated in the research design. The final three 
sections of the chapter outline the inference transferability of the research, including the 
context, intervention and setting, the ethical considerations, and the ethics approval. The 
discussion of the experimental design and qualitative survey, the participants, the 
instruments, and the respective analyses and integration are left to the next chapter.  
 
3.2. The Research Philosophy: The Pragmatic Research Paradigm  
Klenke (2008) posited that when one refers to a research paradigm or worldview, one is 
referring to the triad of epistemology (how we know what we know), ontology (what is the 
nature of reality) and methodology (what is the research process) that represent the set of 
basic beliefs of the researcher. Other theorists argued that axiology (the role of values) and 
rhetoric (the language of the research) should be included in the paradigm (Creswell & Piano 
Clark, 2007; Guba & Lincoln, 1989). These elements collectively have underpinned all 
research processes. The various elements of any given research paradigm should inform all 
aspects of research: the purpose of the research, the research question, the design, the 
implementation of data collection, and the data analysis and interpretation of the results. 
Thus, the determination of an appropriate paradigm was fundamental to the research.  
The positivist paradigm is based on truth, certainty and objectivity while the post-
positivist paradigm strives instead for approximate truth, probability and some level of 
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objectivity (Crotty, 1998). Both of these paradigms are rooted in scientific observation or 
method and thus imply an objective reality, value neutral knowledge acquisition and the use 
of deductive reasoning (Crotty, 1998; Klenke, 2008). Most commonly, although not 
exclusively, positivists and post-positivists have focused on hypothesis testing, 
measurement, numerical analysis and the acceptance of validity as based on external 
standards, all of which have been typically associated with quantitative research. Crotty 
(1998) argued that positivists and post-positivists can use either quantitative or qualitative 
research or both to address the research purpose and in the selection of appropriate methods. 
Irrespective of the quantitative or qualitative research paradigm, the positivistic or post-
positivistic world views have governed how research has been conducted and interpreted in 
imposing objectivity, validity and generalizability to quantitative findings. Traditionally, 
evaluation has relied heavily on positivist and post-positivist paradigms. Most leadership 
research has been conducted from the logical positivism paradigm because of the perception 
that only quantitative data is valid and of high value (Klenke, 2008). 
A positivist or post-positivist stance was potentially appropriate for the first question: how 
does the participation by emerging leaders in a library leadership development program 
affect their leadership self-efficacy, and the implicit purpose to measure change in leadership 
self-efficacy. The purpose and question might have been best addressed through objective 
measurement and a quantitative research design. Morse, Niehaus, Wolfe, and Wilkins (2006) 
characterized the process of deduction as advancing knowledge by building on what is 
already known. Social cognitive theory and the self-efficacy construct, research connecting 
leadership self-efficacy to leadership, anecdotal reports from leadership program participants 
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on their increase in self-efficacy and program evaluation, albeit limited, provided a basis for 
deduction and hypothesis testing.  
However, when one considered the research purpose of understanding complex 
phenomena and adding to the knowledge base, that was implicit in the second and third 
research questions, the positivist or post-positivist paradigms, and a strictly quantitative 
approach were less appealing. There was no established body of knowledge on which to 
build and test hypotheses. Instead, an inductive approach of analysis, flexibility, sense-
making and seeking meaning (Morse et al., 2006) was more relevant to the purpose and 
questions. Furthermore, quantitative research associated with a positivist or post-positivist 
paradigm focuses on only a few factors at the same time and seeks to hold constant factors 
not under study (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). Leadership development is inherently 
complex. Leadership development programs have many factors as defined by the program 
attributes and content. Both the number of factors and the lack of knowledge as to how these 
factors interrelated made a study founded on entirely quantitative analysis difficult if not 
impossible. Moreover, the theory of self-efficacy development suggested contextual 
complexity that precluded deductive reasoning and quantitative methodologies.  
In keeping with the tenet that the research purpose and question should drive the 
methodology and methods, (Crotty, 1998; Mason, 2006), a constructivist paradigm appeared 
most appropriate to explore and understand the phenomena associated with the second and 
third questions. Constructivists acknowledge that multiple perspectives may exist and that 
theories generated through induction and interpretations of the results are made by the 
researcher; these represent a qualitative approach (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007). 
Constructivism, that has been typically associated with qualitative research, induction, 
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complex phenomena, thematic analysis and generalization, and validity procedures that 
relied on the participants, researcher and reader seemed appealing. Klenke (2008) argued 
that qualitative leadership studies can be conducted with rigor, quality and validity and offer 
a more in depth opportunity to understand leadership and root the findings in reality.  
Thus, one was faced with a quandary as to what paradigm to adopt to effectively address 
all three research questions within this single study. This type of quandary was exactly what 
contributed to the prevalence of mixed methods research in the social sciences. It was what 
led a debate amongst the theorists as to whether quantitative or qualitative paradigms were 
more appropriate and whether the qualitative and quantitative research could exist within the 
same study, the ‘paradigm wars’. Fundamental to most research theory has been the belief 
that the problem and related research process should be consistent with the choice of an 
inherently quantitative or qualitative paradigm (Creswell, 2008; Crotty, 1998). Thus, it was 
apparent that both quantitative and qualitative research, and by extension, mixed methods 
research was needed to appropriately address the entirety of the three research questions in 
this study. However, the adoption of a mixed methods research approach, which by 
definition acknowledges that quantitative and qualitative methods can co-exist within the 
same study, did not resolve the paradigm problems nor provide absolution from the necessity 
of identifying an appropriate research worldview.  
The rationale for accepting the co-existence of quantitative and qualitative research 
methods has had theorists divided. Within mixed methods there have been at least four major 
philosophical stances. While Guba and Lincoln (1989, 1994) conceded mixing qualitative 
and quantitative methods was acceptable, they conceded this only at the actual methods 
level, not at the methodology level. Thus, the ‘Multiple Paradigm’ school of thought has 
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adopted a belief that a within a given study, a researcher must operate from a single world 
view, but that there might be multiple paradigms or world views (Creswell & Piano Clark, 
2007; Greene, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). The world view should be matched to the 
research problem and both quantitative and qualitative methods are acceptable within that 
single methodology and research paradigm. The proponents of this stance have argued that 
research undertaken under multiple paradigms would suffer from irreconcilable differences 
and contradictory ideas because of different ways of knowing and valuing the world. As 
noted earlier neither the positivist/post-positivist nor the constructivist paradigm singularly 
addressed the research problem. A single underlying methodology was problematic. Thus, it 
was a stance that was not appropriate for the intended research.  
The second school of thought, the dialectic stance, has suggested that multiple paradigms 
can co-exist in mixed methods research and while acknowledging the conflict in 
epistemology and ontology, have embraced the contradiction as different ways of knowing 
and valuing the social world (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007; Greene, 2007; Tashakkori & 
Teddlie, 2010; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). The proponents of this stance argued that a 
single paradigm provides only a partial view of a phenomenon under study whereas multiple 
paradigms provide a more comprehensive understanding. The stance has thrived on the 
conflict and differences exposed by conflicting paradigms thus promoting tolerance, equity 
and acceptance (Greene, 2007).  
The third stance, the complementary strengths stance, while similar to the dialectic stance 
in that it accepts multiple paradigms, has argued the importance of maintaining the world 
views associated with each paradigmatic position (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Thus, the 
world views underpinning the qualitative and the quantitative components must be kept 
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whole within each component. Furthermore, some theorists have argued that methodological 
integrity can only be maintained if the study adopts a consistent theoretical drive or primary 
deductive or inductive focus. Without the consistency of drive, analysis becomes less 
meaningful and integration of results becomes more difficult (Greene, 2007; Morse et al., 
2006).  
The final stance has suggested that there is one best paradigm for all mixed methods 
research and that is of pragmatism. The pragmatic paradigm has been primarily a North 
American school of thought that not only embraces qualitative and quantitative research in 
the same study but clearly states that the research question is of primary importance and thus 
supersedes both the paradigm and the method (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Tashakkori 
& Teddlie, 2010). Pragmatism has embraced a practical and applied research philosophy 
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010) that inherently has relevance for program evaluation that is 
both applied and practical. Pragmatism has accepted both singular and multiple research 
realities so that hypothesis testing and questions may be used concurrently and researchers 
can do whatever is necessary to collect data while acknowledging that objectivity may not be 
appropriate in all circumstances. Most notably, pragmatism: has viewed knowledge as both 
being constructed and based on the reality of the world we experience, has embraced the 
concept that theories are only true to the extent they currently work, has recognized the 
existence of the physical world as well as the social and psychological world, has rejected 
traditional dualisms such as subjectivism versus objectivism, and has viewed truth in 
meaning and knowledge as tentative and changing over time (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 
2004). Pragmatics have mixed methods to address the complexity of the contexts in which 
they work (Klenke, 2008).  
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Pragmatism was an appealing and appropriate paradigm because it not only openly 
supported mixed methods research, but it acknowledged the supremacy of the research 
question. It fit well with the characteristics of program evaluation in terms of practicality and 
applicability and provided a single framework to guide the multi-faceted research. While 
underutilized, Pragmatism is well suited to the study of leadership that is based on empirical 
and theoretical research that has applicability in practice (Klenke, 2008). Thus, the pragmatic 
paradigm was most compelling and provided the foundation for this mixed methods study. 
 
3.3. The Research Approach: Mixed Methods 
Various theorists have defined mixed methods research somewhat differently. Before one 
could ascertain the most appropriate definition it was important to distinguish methodology 
from methods; the terms are often misused interchangeably but for which a distinction is 
important. Methods were defined as “techniques or procedures used to gather and analyze 
data related to a research question or hypothesis” (Crotty, 1998, p. 3). Conversely, 
methodology referred to “the philosophical issues related to epistemology, an integrated 
structure of epistemological processes concerning how we know what we know” (Klenke, 
2008, p. 19) or to the framework that relates to the entire process of research (Creswell & 
Piano Clark, 2007). Moreover, Creswell and Piano Clark (2007) suggested that between 
methods and methodology there is an additional component, research design, “which is the 
plan of action that links the philosophical assumptions to specific methods” (p. 4). This 
tripartite view of the relationship between methodology, methods and design gave rise to the 
following encompassing definition: 
Mixed methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as well as 
methods of inquiry. As a methodology, it involves philosophical assumptions that guide 
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the direction of the collection and analysis of data and the mixture of qualitative and 
quantitative approaches in many phases in the research process. As a method, it focuses 
on collecting, analyzing and mixing both quantitative and qualitative data in a single 
study or series of studies (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007, p. 5).  
Other definitions focused on the methods of collecting and analyzing data and cast mixed 
methods research simply as a method. It was the comprehensive definition of mixed methods 
research that has been adopted for this study.  
Mixed methods research added value that could not be provided by the either the 
quantitative or qualitative approaches themselves. Context is important to evaluation 
research and to the questions contemplated herein. Moreover, context is not only related to 
the environments, sets of experiences, relationships, and patterns of behaviour but is 
concerned with how these elements are related and relevant to the overall study (Mason, 
2006). The mixed methods approach compensated for the inherent weaknesses in 
quantitative designs that ignore the context of the research and those in qualitative designs 
that introduce bias and lack generalizability (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007). It provided for 
a wider array of data collection tools than in either quantitative or qualitative research alone 
thus enhancing evidence gathering and providing for stronger inferences (Creswell & Piano 
Clark, 2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). Finally, mixed methods research offered a 
mechanism to address complex questions and multiple questions within the same study 
(Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).  
The advantages of mixed methods research addressed the weaknesses in single method 
research designs. It recognized the relevance of the research context inherent in evaluation 
research and underpinning this study. Thus, mixed methods research was the most 
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appropriate vehicle to explain the relationships between leadership development programs, 
the participants and their behaviour, the focus of this study.  
 
3.4. The Theoretical Framework: Evaluation Research 
Evaluation theory was particularly relevant to this research as the subject of study was a 
leadership development program. The research problem arose, in part, because of the lack of 
leadership development program evaluation and the corresponding gap in research on the 
relationships between leadership development and self-efficacy. To make sense of, assess 
and incorporate as applicable, the evaluation research that existed on leadership development 
required an understanding of the underlying theory of program evaluation. Because the 
practical application of the research will be in the realm of program development and 
evaluation, the context of this use and the theoretical foundations for the evaluation 
environment informed the research analysis and interpretation.  
Evaluation theorists have been divided as to whether evaluation constitutes practical 
research or is distinct from research, representing an alternate activity. In either case, 
evaluation has been replete with theory and theorists, albeit the same theorists who also have 
worked in a purely research domain. One group of theorists suggested that research produces 
new knowledge that may have no specific reference to any practical decision, while 
evaluation is deliberately undertaken as a guide to action (Wolf, 1990). Wolf (1990) argued 
that the purpose of research differs from that of evaluation and thus there can be a 
fundamental difference in the generalizability of the results produced by each type of 
activity. Evaluation seeks to produce knowledge that is particular to a specific setting or 
context. The knowledge may not be generalizable. Furthermore, research is always based on 
world views or paradigm with corresponding methodologies to generate knowledge while 
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evaluation often fails to consider paradigms and methodological consistency (Wolf, 1990). It 
appeared that this characterization of evaluation was a positivistic reflection of the state of 
what often is, rather than what other theorists suggested evaluation was intended to be.  
Conversely, Weiss (1972), in declaring similar positivist preferences, deliberately 
connected evaluation and research by using the nomenclature ‘evaluation research’ to 
describe a process that employs the rigor and objectivity of research to establish a purpose, 
collect objective and representative evidence, compare the evidence against established 
criteria, and draw conclusions as to the effectiveness, merit or success of the phenomena. 
Weiss argued that by casting evaluation as research, evaluation would benefit from the rigor 
associated with research and the validity of the conclusions would be more widely accepted. 
The purpose of evaluation research is to measure the performance of a program against 
established criteria, to enable subsequent decision making for that program (Weiss, 1972).   
Both characterizations of research and evaluation suggested that all theorists have agreed 
that research and evaluation can be differentiated, not by their subject matter, but by the 
purpose for which they are done. While the theoretical aspects of this investigation are 
guided by research, the practical applications are appropriately guided by evaluation theory. 
Often the purpose of evaluation has been directly related to the intended users of the 
evaluation. Greene (2007) identified the four purposes of program evaluation which have 
been generally accepted by evaluation and research theorists: 
 to inform decision making or provide accountability information (policy analysts 
and decision makers) 
 to improve the program being evaluated (program administrators) 
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 to develop a better understanding of the program from multiple contexts (policy 
makers, administrators, participants) 
 to promote greater equity and fairness in the program (participants). 
The four purposes suggested a practical application to evaluation. The practical elements are 
necessary to respond to the purpose of the evaluation. Evaluation can be further 
differentiated from pure research as it has the following unique characteristics: 
 Evaluation is intended for use by a decision maker. 
 Evaluation research questions are those of the decision maker, not the researcher. 
 Evaluation compares what is with what ought to be. “The element of judgment 
against criteria is basic to evaluation and differentiates it from other kinds of 
research” (Greene, 2007, p. 7). 
 Evaluation takes place in the setting of the program. 
 Evaluation and program administration have different imperatives such that 
evaluation may need to defer to the needs or preferences of the program and is 
administrators. 
 Evaluation results are often not published nor made public, but retained by the 
decision makers.  
 Evaluation can be perceived as less than objective because of the conflicting 
allegiances the evaluator inherently has to the decision makers, the program 
administrators and society (Weiss, 1972). 
As a result of these differences, and the related debate as to whether qualitative or 
quantitative methods are more appropriate, evaluation has over time developed its own 
theoretical framework founded on the knowledge base of evaluation. Evaluation, through 
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experience, has evolved as a methodological speciality (Shadish et al., 1991). The theoretical 
framework for the evaluation of social programs consists of five elements, each of which 
continues to evolve as evaluation evolves: social programming, knowledge construction, 
valuing, knowledge use, and evaluation practice (Shadish et al., 1991).  
Evaluation theories can be categorized as fitting into one of four stages or generations. 
The first three generations have been identified by their primary orientation. That is, the first 
generation was measurement oriented, the second-generation description oriented, and the 
third generation judgment oriented. Scientific enquiry pre-dominated the first three stages. 
The fourth generation has been characterized as subscribing to a constructivist worldview 
and a negotiation orientation (Guba & Lincoln, 1989).  
The moniker ‘current theory’ adopted by Shadish et al. (1991) cannot be interpreted to 
suggest that a single theory of program evaluation currently exists. Rather, theorists and 
practitioners subscribe to the theories or some modification of the theories previously 
described. ‘Current theory’ is a collection of the beliefs that are held in common by most of 
the theorists and practitioners in the field. Thus, it is less of an integrated theory but an 
assemblage of the agreed upon constructs in each of the five key elements of theory. There 
have been as many if not more areas of disagreement in each construct.  
Relevant ‘current theory’ was espoused by Shadish et al. (1991) and can be summarized 
as follows: 
Social Programming 
 The utility and quality of an evaluation is dependent on the definition of the social 
problem and what programs or program components are to be evaluated. 
 The political process implies evaluation even when no formal evaluation exists. 
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Theory of Use  
 It is incumbent on evaluators to ask the right questions to ensure that their work 
will be used and disseminated. 
 Evaluation can be useful both as a basis for making changes to program priorities, 
service mix etc. and as a method of understanding the theory and operation. 
Theory of Valuing 
 Evaluation cannot be value free. 
 Consider all stakeholder perspectives rather than a subset of those related to the 
program. 
Theory of Knowledge 
 Epistemology and methodology are essential to evaluation. 
 Evaluation is an empirical endeavour. 
 Knowledge of many kinds should be considered in most evaluations, thus the use 
of mixed methods evaluation research is appropriate. 
 Studies that encompass multiple programs or multiple studies are preferred so as 
to address issues of generalizability and reliability. 
 The quality of the knowledge increases with critical public scrutiny thereon.  
Theory of Practice 
 The single evaluation study is inevitably flawed. 
 Evaluation typically occurs under time and resource constraints that influence the 
design and methodology. 
The four stages of theory have not specifically addressed generalizability of the 
evaluation research, although it has been the concern of theorists and practitioners as 
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evidenced in the ‘current practice’ section. In evaluation, like pure research, generalizability 
or external validity varies with the research paradigm. Experimental research in a single 
instance suffers from limitations in generalizing to units, treatments, variables and settings 
not directly observed (Shadish et al., 2002). Clearly, evaluation of a single program suffered 
from the same limitations. Thus, the challenges of attaining external validity were the same 
in both domains. Suffice to say however, that the overriding criterion of ‘purpose’ and the 
focus on the user suggests that generalizability, while highly desirable, has not always been 
an overriding concern in evaluation.  
Program evaluation methodology of the third and fourth generations is particularly suited 
to complex environments where context is often important. As a social science, the study of 
leadership is not only complex but leadership development within the context of a program 
is also inherently complex; and context, as noted by the third and fourth generation theorists, 
is very important. In evaluation, as in pure research, the use of mixed methods to address 
multiple questions is appropriate to the study both of self-efficacy development and 
leadership development.  
Pragmatism, the philosophical stance adopted for this mixed methods study, suggested a 
practical applicability to research stemming from the focus on the research question. There 
was nothing more practical than the application of the research to support program 
evaluation through a better understanding of the outcomes and interrelationships of the 
program content and leader development. Moreover, existing leadership development 
programs could only be improved and new programs enhanced if research existed to inform 
decision makers. Whether the research was undertaken as pure research or under the guise of 
evaluation, would be irrelevant to its usefulness and significance as long as the theoretical 
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foundations for the research or evaluation were consistent and understood. Thus, the 
practical applicability of evaluation theory was particularly relevant to this research on 
leader development that was within the context of a leadership development program.  
 
3.5. Research Problem 
This mixed method study addressed the research problem as to how leadership self-
efficacy could be developed through formalized leadership program interventions. There 
have been increasing numbers of formal library leadership development programs but there 
has been no certainty as to whether these programs improve the leadership self-efficacy of 
participants, nor has there been any indication as to what content and attributes of these 
programs affect the development of leadership self-efficacy in participants.  
In spite of the proliferation of formal library leadership development programs there has 
been little formalized evaluation of these programs (Mason & Wetherbee, 2004). In the 
evaluation and research that has been undertaken, apart from anecdotal evidence and self-
reports of participants, there has been little evidence as to whether participation in these 
programs contributes to the development of leadership self-efficacy in participants. 
Furthermore, there has been no research as to what these programs should include to 
encourage the development of leadership self-efficacy. This lack of research on formalized 
leadership self-efficacy development in the library profession has mirrored that in other 
sectors of society. Given that research suggested that some library managers tend to have 
lower leadership self-efficacy compared to other public service managers (Leadership 
Research & Development Limited, 2006) and given that the research also indicated that 
leadership self-efficacy is essential to the engagement in leadership (Benson and Campbell, 
2007; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Tubbs & Schulz, 2006; Wallis & McLoughlin, 2007) it was 
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apparent, that the research as to whether a leadership development intervention affected 
leadership self-efficacy and how the attributes and content of the program contributed to 
leadership self-efficacy development, was essential.  
 
3.6. Research Purpose 
The overall purpose of the research was to understand how a formal library leadership 
development program for emerging leaders affected the leadership self-efficacy in 
participants, specifically to measure the change in the leadership self-efficacy of emerging 
leaders after participation in a leadership development intervention, and to understand what 
specific content and structural attributes of the program were relevant to the development of 
leadership self-efficacy.  
 
3.7. Research Questions 
The research purpose was expressed in the form of three questions. The first of these 
questions was expressed in a manner that was consistent with quantitative methodologies. 
The research question suggested a relationship between variables; participation in a 
leadership development intervention and leadership self-efficacy. When past research has 
indicated a relationship between the variables, the question is typically transformed into a 
null hypothesis that narrows the focus and advances the prediction (Creswell, 2008). Thus, 
the quantitative question was accompanied by a null hypothesis. Furthermore, Creswell 
(2008) submitted that an alternative hypothesis is typically developed when the literature 
predicts a difference and that the alternative hypothesis is directional when the direction of 
the prediction is supported in the literature. Although not conclusive, a significant body of 
literature both within the library environment and from other sectors suggested that a 
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leadership development intervention for emerging leaders positively affected leadership self-
efficacy (Augustin, 2003; Feeney, 2006). Thus, an overarching directional hypothesis was 
also developed. The second and third questions were consistent with a qualitative 
methodology and thus were expressed only as questions.  
Question 1: How does participation by emerging leaders in a library leadership development 
program affect their leadership self-efficacy? 
The null hypothesis, H0, is:  
There is no significant difference in the leadership self-efficacy of emerging library 
leaders as a result of participation in an intervention characterized as a leadership 
development program.  
Conversely, this quantitative question was expressed by the alternative hypothesis, a one 
sided or directional hypothesis, Ha:  
Emerging library leaders have increased leadership self-efficacy after participating in an 
intervention characterized as a leadership development program.  
Question 2: What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development 
program are relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? 
Question 3: What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library leadership 
development program that make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in 
emerging leaders? 
 
3.8. Mixed Methods Research Framework 
The mixed methods embedded, experimental after-intervention design, denoted by 
QUAN(qual), best addressed the three research questions. Creswell and Piano Clark (2007) 
and Piano Clark and Creswell (2008) indicated that the design is common where a true 
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experiment is supplemented with qualitative enquiry. This research embedded the qualitative 
survey within the research framework for an experiment. Thus, the research design included 
a dominant quantitative portion and an embedded qualitative portion.  
The primary purpose of this study was to conduct an experimental intervention to 
measure whether participation in a leadership development intervention for emerging leaders 
(the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute) created a change in leadership self-efficacy 
in the participants. The purpose of the qualitative data collection was to extend the 
understanding of the intervention components that influenced the primary outcomes so to 
address the multiplicity of the research problem and better understand which specific 
program attributes and content influenced a change in leadership self-efficacy. The 
complexity inherent in leadership, as espoused in leadership theory, and the multi-
dimensional aspects of human behaviour, as addressed in social cognitive theory and the 
self-efficacy construct, suggested that a quantitative experiment alone could not adequately 
address all aspects of the problem. The presence of a dominant quantitative portion is typical 
in evaluation where quantitative methods are used to assess program outcomes and 
qualitative methods are used to assess program processes (Piano Clark & Creswell, 2008). 
As evaluation research provided a theoretical framework for this study, the research design 
adopted is therefore consistent with the underlying theoretical framework. 
Research has shown that there are five purposes for mixing methods: triangulation, 
complementarity, development, initiation or expansion (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007; 
Greene, 2007). This research herein mixed methods for the purpose of complementarity. 
Complementarity is considered an appropriate purpose when the mixed methods are used to 
explore different facets of the same complex phenomenon (Greene, 2007). The research was 
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concerned with a single, but complex phenomenon, that is, the effect of a leadership 
development program on leadership self-efficacy.  
The first phase of the investigation, a determination as to whether the program 
intervention affected leadership self-efficacy, was measurement related, experimental, 
quantitative and dominant. That is, results from the subsequent investigation would not have 
made sense without first understanding whether the program had any effect on leadership 
self-efficacy. The supplementary part of the investigation was secondary, qualitative and 
provided insight as to the program process, that is, what program attributes or elements were 
perceived to affect leadership self-efficacy. The factor that differentiates embedded from 
other mixed method designs is the dependency of the secondary data on the primary 
investigation that is often the case when the dominant phase is an experiment (Creswell & 
Piano Clark, 2007). Furthermore, an embedded design can be differentiated from an 
explanatory design in that in an embedded design, the secondary data plays a supplemental 
role and would not make sense had the primary data not been collected (Creswell & Piano 
Clark, 2007). 
As Greene (2007) suggested, the embedded experimental design herein is inherently 
concurrent in nature. However, the timing and nature of the data collection implied in an 
embedded experimental after-intervention design is sequential (Piano Clark & Creswell, 
2008). These seemingly contradictory statements have been reconciled in the integrated 
design. Embedded designs are a subset of integrated designs which allow more flexibility 
and interaction of the methods throughout the research process (Greene, 2007). That is, 
mixing of methods occurs at the design level which implies it occurs differently throughout 
the research process (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007).  
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3.9. Quantitative - Qualitative Integration 
To fully explain the phenomenon an integrated investigation was required. An integrated 
design inherently creates interactions between the quantitative and qualitative investigations 
at various points in the research process (Greene, 2007; Nastasi, Hitchcock, & Brown, 2010). 
The three research questions represented a collective combination of quantitative and 
qualitative questions, and thus integration. Nastasi et al. (2010) acknowledged that the 
dominant and subservient methods could address different research questions in an 
embedded design. However, it is important to delineate the stage(s) of the research process 
where mixing of the quantitative and qualitative processes occurred, that is when the 
quantitative and qualitative data were integrated (Greene, 2007).  
The quantitative and qualitative research in this study first mixed at the point of data 
collection. An embedded experimental design, which characterized this research design, 
embeds qualitative data within the quantitative data collection, thus making the qualitative 
data subservient to the experimental methodology (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007). That is, 
the same participants who were randomly assigned to the experimental intervention were 
also asked to complete the qualitative survey. The control group, used for experimental 
research purposes, did not receive the qualitative instrument as the content would not have 
been relevant and the control existed solely for the purpose of the experimental research. 
Thus, the sample for the primary quantitative measure was used for the qualitative data 
collection. The dominant quantitative method dictated the methodological choices relating to 
sampling in the first phase. This is a recognized characteristic of the embedded design as 
Greene (2007) noted that “distinctively in this design, the secondary method follows or 
adheres to key parameters of the primary method – for example, sampling or designated 
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controls – rather than following the parameters usually associated with the secondary 
method” (p 127).  
The quantitative data, the measurement of leadership self-efficacy, was collected in three 
phases: before the intervention, immediately after the intervention and seven months after 
the conclusion of the intervention. The qualitative data, responses to an open ended 
questionnaire relating to perceptions about the program content and attributes and their 
perceived effect on self-efficacy, was collected immediately before the conclusion of the 
intervention and before the second set of quantitative data was collected. Some elements of 
the qualitative data collection resembled a concurrent and during intervention design. 
However, the qualitative data collection occurred at the end of the intervention and was not 
intended to gather data during the intervention for the purposes of expansion.  
Data from the quantitative and qualitative parts of the investigation have been analyzed 
individually in the first instance, but connections between the two data sets were drawn 
during a second stage of analysis. Greene (2007) purported that in embedded designs 
integration occurs either through joint analysis or connection during analysis, but when 
mixing occurs for complementarity, the decision to separate or integrate data analysis is 
dependent on the context. Thus, the decision to conduct separate or integrated data analysis 
was less certain. Pragmatism suggests that the decision should be based on what best 
addresses the research questions and purpose. Thus, the quantitative and qualitative data 
were analyzed independently and then an integrated analysis was conducted. 
 The strategy for mixed methods data analysis included the identification and further 
analysis of extreme cases. Extreme cases were identified in the quantitative data and further 
exploration of the related qualitative data ensued. This process was consistent with an 
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integrated strategy and is known as extreme case analysis (Piano Clark & Creswell, 2008). 
The results for each of the quantitative, qualitative and integrated analyses have been 
presented separately. The results of an embedded design need not be integrated when the two 
methods are used to address different research questions, but may be presented as two sets of 
results (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007). Integration, through connection by comparison, 
occurred during the final analysis and interpretation phase. The most significant integration 
occurred at the interpretation stage, where the results from the quantitative and qualitative 
studies were interpreted individually and together. Themes and patterns from the qualitative 
results were discussed in context of the results of the experimental intervention. The 
statistical analysis from the quantitative investigation was integrated with the themes and 
patterns from the qualitative data collection in the interpretation of the results. Creswell and 
Piano Clark (2007) suggested that this integration is typical for an embedded experimental 
design. Figure 3-1 depicts the integration of the quantitative and qualitative phases.	
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Figure 3-1 Embedded Quan(qual) Experimental Research Design 
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3.10.  Causality, Generalizability, Transferability and External Validity 
As this was a mixed methods study it was important to reconcile the concepts of causality, 
generalizability and validity that are typically associated with quantitative research and 
transferability which Jensen (2008) and Patton (2002) associated with the ability to apply 
qualitative research findings to situations beyond the context of the original research. 
Inherent in transferability is rich description whereby readers are able to determine the 
applicability of the research to their own situations (Patton, 2002). However, it was 
impossible to discuss external validity in a quantitative environment, particularly in 
experimental research, without contemplating the specific participants, treatment or 
intervention, the outcomes and the setting all of which affect external validity (Cronbach, 
1982). Thus, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) suggested that external validity, a quantitative 
concept, and transferability, a qualitative concept, are similar in that defining the context is 
paramount to both transferability and external validity.  
Because the quantitative investigation was not only dominant but had the ability to stand 
on its own, the concepts of causality, generalizability and validity remained relevant to that 
portion of the mixed methods study. The advantages of a true experiment related to its 
strength in asserting causality, the claim that the intervention, treatment or independent 
variable was the cause of the change in the dependent variable. However, claims of causality 
and generalizations from the random experiment to the population were dependent on the 
external validity of the research, the inferences about the extent the causal relationship is 
appropriate across various person, treatments, settings and outcomes (Shadish et al., 2002).  
Experimental research has often been based on a single program, single treatment, single 
setting or single experiment for which the participants could not be selected randomly from 
the population. As with any research conducted on a single program at a single period in 
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time the generalizability of the findings may be impaired (Weiss, 1972). However, it would 
have been almost impossible to select participants for a leadership development intervention 
from the population of emerging leaders because programs have typically solicited their own 
participants under certain selection guidelines. Furthermore, programs have often been 
constrained as to the number of participants they could reasonably accommodate. The 
capacity of the program may not have been sufficient to meet required sample sizes. Such 
was the case with the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI) and thus, a 
limitation of this research. However, it would have been just as difficult to randomly select 
people with a certain medical condition to receive an experimental treatment. The ethics of 
selection must be considered. In either instance, the nature of the experiment has made 
generalization of causality difficult. “A conflict seems to exist between the localized nature 
of the causal knowledge that individual experiments provide and the more generalized causal 
goals that research aspires to attain” (Shadish et al., 2002, p. 19).  
The problems associated with random selection of program or experiment participants 
and thus with generalizability, have often been encountered in evaluation. Evaluation 
theorists have agreed that the problem can be addressed by conducting multiple studies or by 
including multiple programs in the evaluation. This solution did not fit this investigation as it 
would have sacrificed causality for generalizability. It made little sense to be able to 
generalize the results if causality was not possible to determine. Presuming that additional 
leadership development programs could have been recruited to participate and could have 
been enticed to allow random assignment of their participants to groups, it might have been 
possible to improve generalizability. However, each of these programs was slightly different 
and would have introduced new extraneous variables that would have required control. It 
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would have been impossible to control for all the variations and accommodate the 
differences in the programs within an experimental design. Thus causality would not have 
been determinable. The solution of including multiple programs would have worked in an 
instance where there were multiple geographic locations running the same program so that 
the variances between the instances of the program were minimized and potentially 
controllable. That was not the case in the realm of leadership development programs. 
Shadish et al. (2002) provided some relief to the problem of external validity in single 
experiments with the Grounded Theory of Causal Generalization. The theory suggests that 
scientists and others assess the generalizability, validity and value of research against a set of 
practical principles that are related to the persons, settings, treatments and outcomes of the 
research but not necessarily rooted in statistical validity. While random selection methods 
are always desirable, the set of principles suggests that random selection is not the only 
means by which external validity can be established. Purposive sampling was thus applicable 
to both participants and programs; either or both of which could be selected on the basis of 
typical or heterogeneous instances without compromising validity. The five principles that 
address construct validity, in addition to external validity, are set out by Shadish et al. 
(2002):  
1. Surface selection - assessing the similarities between the operational 
characteristics of the research with those of the program  
2. Ruling out irrelevancies - identifying attributes related to the specific operational 
characteristics, that is, the persons, setting, treatment or outcomes that would not 
change a generalization and thus, would be irrelevant  
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3. Making discriminations – determining factors related to the persons, setting, 
treatment or outcomes that would preclude or limit generalization  
4. Interpolation- Extrapolation – uses the results to infer intermediary results and 
those beyond the range of the research  
5. Casual Explanation – develops and tests theories that explain and relate to the 
target of generalization. 
Experimental methodologists suggested that these principles would work in tandem with 
purposive sampling to address issues related to external validity and were particularly 
relevant when the target of the generalization was a construct (Shadish et al., 2002). Such 
was the case with this investigation. Generalizations have been made about the effect of a 
leadership development intervention, a treatment, on the construct of leadership self-
efficacy. Shadish et al. (2002) also acknowledged that it is common to explore only one 
typical instance relative to treatments and settings. This was also the case in the research as 
the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute was the one typical instance.  
However, these principles imply an ability to discern which operational characteristics 
and variances therein actually make a difference. That process of evaluation uses knowledge 
and relies on prior knowledge creation or research by which to inform judgement. 
Paradoxically, this research responded to gaps, such as those that related to program content 
and attributes, and thus provided the very knowledge that would have informed the 
evaluation and discernment related to some operational characteristics. 
In advocating for an integrated philosophy and application within mixed methods 
research, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) suggested that both the concepts of external validity 
and transferability be referred to as inference transferability. It was evident that a robust 
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description of the research context was necessary to satisfy both transferability and the five 
principles associated with external validity. The importance of providing context to the 
research was consistent with the pragmatic paradigm and its application in mixed methods 
research. Thus, in this study, given the pragmatic research paradigm, inference 
transferability was the goal of the integrated quantitative and qualitative findings. With the 
rich description of the context of both the quantitative and qualitative elements of this 
research, potential users will be able to make their own determination as to the comparability 
and applicability of the findings. Thus, the research has value but the inference 
transferability will be dependent on the context of the potential user. Support for this 
assertion is found in the Grounded Theory of Causal Generalization (Shadish et al., 2002). 
The characteristics of the people, setting, treatment and outcomes had to be defined to enable 
potential users of the research to conduct a proper assessment. Thus, the detailed description 
of the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute and justification as to why it represents a 
typical instance both as a setting and intervention was essential to inference transferability in 
this study.  
 
3.11. Research Context - Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI) 
The Northern Exposure to Leadership Program (NELI) was used for this research. It 
represented one program from a group of library leadership development programs which 
were generally directed at emerging leaders, all of which followed similar philosophies, 
pedagogies, general content and program design. The group of programs included: 
Snowbird, TALL Texans, Synergy, Library Leadership Ohio, Aurora Leadership Institute, 
New Jersey Academy of Library Leadership and numerous other worldwide programs that 
had been created and continue to be created based on the theory and development strategies 
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espoused by Warren Bennis. Many of these programs have arisen largely, but not 
exclusively, through the efforts of consultants, John Shannon and Becky Schreiber.  
Based on Reference Group Theory, where groups were the vehicles by which the 
behaviour and experiences of individual members were rooted in the context of a relevant 
situation, the program subscribed to transformational leadership theory, particularly as 
espoused by Bennis (Bonnici, 2001b). Most of the subsequent programs for emerging 
leaders have continued to subscribe to the philosophy and theories of Bennis. Thus, one of 
the programs with the greatest longevity, Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI), 
which originated in 1994, has been a representative program from this group of programs 
whose intent has been to develop emerging leaders in the library profession. 
 
3.12. The Intervention and the Setting  
 An experimental intervention was achieved by applying the content contained in a single 
leadership development program, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI), as 
the intervention or as is commonly referred to in experimental research, the treatment. The 
setting for the research was formal, intensive, library leadership development programs. 
Thus, NELI, a single library leadership development program represented the setting and the 
content that comprised NELI, the treatment. The NELI program with clearly identified 
attributes was purposively selected as the intervention for the experimental research and the 
setting for both the experimental and qualitative investigations. The program had been in 
existence for fifteen years prior to its inclusion in the research and has had a reasonably 
constant program and established format. The program was a good representative of a 
category of library leadership development programs in North America whose intent has 
been to develop emerging leaders in an immersive environment in a defined period of time. 
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The underlying philosophy, content and structure of the program have been replicated 
repeatedly and thus have been evident in numerous programs. However, none of the similar 
programs have had the longevity or constancy of the Northern Exposure to Leadership 
Institute. NELI also agreed to provide access to the participants and provide time in the 
programming for data collection. Nonetheless, the use of a single program for the research, 
albeit typical, had inherent weaknesses relating to external validity or generalization.  
It was important to provide a description of the intervention so that the context could be 
appraised by potential users of the research. Shadish et al. (2002) suggested that the inherent 
weaknesses in single setting experimental research could be mitigated and generalizability 
enhanced if the users of the research were able to evaluate the surface similarity, rule out 
irrelevancies and make discriminations relative to the intervention or setting. Thus, a 
sufficient description of the setting as defined by the specific leadership development 
program, NELI, and the structure and attributes of that program which defined the 
intervention were undertaken. Furthermore, the program content and attributes were part of 
the qualitative investigation. Thus, it was relevant to include the information relative to the 
program or intervention, in particular, the attributes and content. The information on NELI 
was based on my own prior experience with the program and on unpublished research 
conducted by Romaniuk (2008). Information on NELI was reviewed with the founder and 
Executive Director of the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute, Ernie Ingles, on June 2, 
2010 and January 26, 2011 for completeness and accuracy.  
The gestalt of the development experience at NELI was derived from the combination of 
content, as well as the structure, setting, experiences and relationships (Romaniuk, 2008), 
which were collectively characterized in this study as attributes. The content and attributes 
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were associated with key components of the self-efficacy construct: mastery experiences, 
vicarious learning, social persuasion and affective or emotional arousal. Thus, the Institute 
was described in the context of the four variables that affect the development of leadership 
self-efficacy. Program attributes and content were assigned to the component of self-efficacy 
development that the program leader presumed they addressed, but the association was not 
based on any research that had confirmed these beliefs. E. B. Ingles (personal 
communication, June 2, 2010) maintained that it was not any specific element or attribute 
that contributed to the longevity of the program and the perceived self-efficacy effects, but 
rather the entire package or what he referred to as the gestalt of the Institute. This 
investigation was intended, in part, to better understand how the content and attributes 
actually related to LSE development. 
NELI was an immersive six-day program incorporating the themes of visioning, curiosity 
and daring, integrity, and personal growth and employing experiential learning. E. B. Ingles 
(personal communication, June 2, 2010) advised that one of the Institute outcomes was to 
develop library leaders who would subsequently head library and information organizations 
and thus, respond to the leadership deficit identified in the library profession. A second, 
albeit more recently stated outcome, was to increase the self-confidence of participants so 
that they not only emerged as leaders but were effective leaders and heads of library 
organizations (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, June 2, 2010). Accordingly, the 
program elements focused on the four leadership attributes as espoused by Bennis (2003): an 
ability to engage others by creating shared meaning, a distinct voice that demonstrates self-
confidence, purpose and a sense of self, integrity, and adaptive capacity which has been 
characterized by the ability to respond to relentless change through acting and then 
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evaluating actions rather than the more traditional response of collecting and analyzing data 
to determine an appropriate action. 
 Social Persuasion 
The setting for the institute was at a scenic, albeit remote location, Emerald Lake Lodge, 
near Field, British Columbia, in the heart of the Canadian Rockies. NELI occupied most or 
all of the available lodging units at the site. The location was ideal for reflection as the 
natural environment and the insulated nature of the institute literally cocooned the 
participants (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, June 2, 2010).  
NELI strived to make participants feel special, perhaps privileged, beginning with their 
arrival at the Calgary airport. As each participant arrived at the airport, they were greeted by 
a mentor or program organizer holding a sign with their name. E. B. Ingles (personal 
communication, June 2, 2010) indicated that the process intended to make the participant not 
only feel welcome, but to bolster the belief that they were important. The airport greeting, 
the venue, the food, the ambiance, and the various books and program related artefacts were 
carefully chosen to send a message that these library professionals were valued and were a 
valuable asset to the profession and their institutions (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, 
June 2, 2010). Participants were treated to an “executive” style experience. The Executive 
Director and founder, E. B. Ingles (personal communication, January 26, 2011) maintained 
that this special treatment merited the additional cost associated therewith because it was 
integral to the experience. 
Participants were randomly divided into teams which remained intact for the entire 
institute. Each day participants sat with their teams and did most exercises on a team basis. 
Each team had two mentors assigned to it who stayed with that team for the duration of the 
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institute. Participants shared accommodation at Emerald Lake. Two participants were 
assigned to a room, which was done not only to control costs but to create a community of 
support for participants. However, teammates were never roommates (E. B. Ingles, personal 
communication, January 26, 2011). 
Team members were encouraged to provide feedback and support to each other 
continually. Mentors provided feedback to the team and its individual members. The 
program incorporated a formal session on feedback and encouraged participants to provide 
feedback to one another. Mentors provided feedback privately to each participant on their 
team, midway through the institute. Xavier (2007) suggested that learning to give feedback 
is a necessary element of leadership training as research suggested that more than 50% of 
performance problems occurred because feedback was absent.  
During social activities and at meal times mentors and leaders were asked to mix with all 
of the participants to provide encouragement and feedback. On the final evening teams each 
presented a skit that they have developed during the previous days. NELI was constructed to 
continually reinforce the idea that participants were all capable of leadership (E. B. Ingles, 
personal communication, June 2, 2010).  
 Vicarious Experience 
Participants at NELI benefited from the wise counsel and demonstration of leadership by 
program mentors and leaders, who represented a cross section of the profession in that they 
were drawn from the academic, public, and special library communities as well as 
professional associations, vendors, and the education or research community relating to 
libraries and librarianship (E.B. Ingles, personal communication, June 2, 2010). Not only did 
the mentors participate on teams, but they each gave an hour long “Northern Reflection” that 
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chronicled their journey to leadership. Near the end of the institute participants were given 
time to meet individually with up to three different mentors or leaders of their choice to 
discuss any aspect of leadership. 
NELI expected that one of the most meaningful vicarious learning environments was 
created through the team structure and the ability of participants to get to know their team 
members very well over the course of the institute. The expectation was that participants 
would see fellow participants, who they perceived were similar to them, succeed at what 
they perceived as difficult leadership behaviours (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, 
January 26, 2011). In doing so, they would believe that they too possessed the capability to 
emulate the behaviour. Bandura (1994) suggested that the observation and emulation of 
specific behaviours seen in others who were similar to one was a powerful way of enhancing 
one's belief that they too were capable of the behaviour. Participants were also expected to 
learn vicariously from roommates and from other program participants while engaging in 
social and extracurricular activities.  
 Affective Arousal 
Several program elements that could be considered content were designed to evoke an 
emotional response in participants and thus had elements both of social persuasion and 
affective arousal. The opening evening incorporated symbolism in that participants were 
asked to throw away all feelings of negativity, doubt, fear etc. that they brought to the 
institute in an opening ceremony tied to aboriginal customs.  
Several days later, the participants, mentors and leaders attended a Celebration Dinner 
where each person shared with the group something that they had achieved or accomplished 
recently. Crosbie (2005) found that celebration was an important component to learning. 
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Near the end of the program, the participants, leaders, and mentors again borrowed from an 
aboriginal custom and created a Commitment Circle where each person committed to 
undertake a specific professional activity that would demonstrate some aspect of leadership. 
The ceremony evoked different emotions in different participants as program feedback and 
formal evaluations indicated that the circle made some participants feel energized while 
others felt uncomfortable (E.B. Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011). Finally, 
the program concluded where it began, at the fire pit, with a “graduation” ceremony of a 
different sort; aboriginal elders shared a traditional ceremony which not only gave the 
participants an inner strength but reminded them of the support that would be offered by the 
experience, their colleagues, mentors and leaders as they embraced future leadership 
challenges (E.B. Ingles, personal communication, June 2, 2010).  
For most participants, the NELI experience created a significant level of stress and 
anxiety. Participants have reported that during the institute they often felt stressed and 
anxious not only because the entire experience was so intense, but because of the uncertainty 
as to what might be expected of them afterwards (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, 
January 26, 2011). The Institute endeavoured to assist the participants to manage the stress 
and to overcome the anxiety by providing support and reassurance in a variety of ways on a 
continuous basis. The soulful approach to providing leadership education created an 
emotional, spiritual and physical response that succeeded in energizing and affirming 
participants (Brockmeyer-Klebaum, 2000). Mentors and leaders provided coaching and 
encouragement in experiential learning exercises so that anxious participants slowly 
recognized that they had the power to overcome fear, control perceived threats and perform 
successfully thus turning a stressor into a positive learning experience (E. B. Ingles, personal 
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communication, January 26, 2011). Thus, mentors provided strategies to assist participants 
in approaching stressful situations and tasks. Bandura (1994) posited that guided mastery 
decreased apprehension and increased coping efficacy by breaking tasks down into 
manageable components which could be successfully achieved.  
 Mastery Experiences  
The program delivered content that was relevant to the four key attributes of leaders as 
specified by Bennis (2003) including creating shared meaning to engage others, knowing 
and having confidence in oneself, demonstrating integrity and showing a capacity to respond 
and adapt to relentless change. The content addressed the aspects of leadership that were 
most typically required of leaders in the library profession. Each session was a mix of 
lecture, experiential learning and engagement. The amount of time assigned for each area 
was not equal, but rather emphasis was on the areas that were perceived to merit the most 
attention for emerging leaders. Participants were given the opportunity to test their skills in a 
variety of leadership areas when each team was immersed in a case study. Case studies 
reflected reality in that they were drawn from actual settings and portrayed experiences that 
all participants either had encountered or would likely encounter in the future.  
A significant amount of time was allocated to understanding the nature of leadership, the 
theories and the components, and understanding oneself. The Myers Brigs Type Indicator 
(MBTI) was used to help participants understand themselves and those with whom they 
worked in the profession. Xavier (2007) advocated for tools such as the MBTI in leadership 
development programs because they provide an objective assessment of leadership talent. 
Other similar tools were used to supplement and engage participants in self-discovery.  
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The program included content on working in teams and team leadership, which was 
enforced through the team structure of the institute and the major case study. Because setting 
a vision was seen as a critical aspect of library leadership (Hernon et al., 2003) each team 
created a vision for the organization identified in their respective case studies.  
Other explicit and implicit program content included: Motivation, Power and Influence, 
Feedback, Networking, Risk Taking and Problem Solving, Personal Change and 
Organizational Change Management, Communications and Organizational Communication, 
Interpersonal Relationships, Conflict, Trust, Personal Growth Plan and Reflection. 
Many of the components focused on what would be considered by Day (2000) as 
intrapersonal or leader development. Other aspects were focused on interpersonal aspects or 
leadership development. The program components were purposefully selected for inclusion 
(E.B. Ingles, personal communication, June 2, 2010). McCormick (2001) recommended that 
since mastery experiences, vicarious learning, social persuasion and psychological or 
emotional states affect self-efficacy, experiences that acknowledge these factors should be 
part of any leadership development program.  
As noted, the assignment of program attributes and content to the four areas of efficacy 
information was based on beliefs founded on a simplistic application of Bandura’s self-
efficacy construct. However, social cognitive theory suggests that self-efficacy development 
is neither represented by a one to one correspondence nor is it simple. Not only could a given 
influence operate through more than one source of efficacy information, the cognitive 
processing of the efficacy information that determines whether the information will be used 
to change efficacy also involves two separate and multi-faceted functions (Bandura, 1997). 
What we did not know, prior to this investigation, was how LDP attributes and content 
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affected leadership self-efficacy in participating librarians. While there was no evidence in 
the literature that it was the case in practice, social cognitive theory should inform the design 
of leadership development programs (McCormick, 2001). Thus, this research addressed gaps 
in the application of theory and enhanced the understanding of leadership development 
program content and attributes as they related to LSE in an environment that was defined as 
the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute.  
 
3.13. Ethics Approval 
The Application for Review of Low Risk Research Involving Human Participants, the 
Coversheet for Research Involving Human Participants, the Participant Information for QUT 
Research Projects and the forms by which participants would consent or withdraw content to 
participate as well as copies of both the Leadership Questionnaire and the Content 
Questionnaire and the sample email to approach participants constituted the application 
approved by the QUT Human Research Ethics Committee. Approval was obtained before 
pilot studies were conducted. The pilot studies necessitated small changes to some of the 
questions and structure on the Leadership Questionnaire. Accordingly, approval was sought 
and granted for the changes prior to the commencement of the research. Because both I and 
my supervisor have had an ongoing relationship with Northern Exposure to Leadership 
Institute, the following statement was disclosed in the application: 
There are no direct or indirect benefits to be gained by either the researcher or the 
Supervisor in conducting this project. However, the Northern Exposure to Leadership 
Institute agreed to participate in the research. Both the Principal Investigator and the 
Supervisor are volunteer faculty at the Institute, receiving no financial compensation. 
Selection of candidates for the Institute is done independently of both the Principal 
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Investigator and the Supervisor and neither influence selection in any way. Participation 
in the Institute is determined before candidates are solicited for participation in the 
research. Participation in the research is entirely voluntary. Neither the Principal 
Investigator nor the Supervisor could, through their faculty role, bias the research or 
have any influence on the responses of the participants in the research because the 
leadership self-efficacy of participants is measured before and after participation at the 
institute using a pre-established scale, developed by other researchers in unrelated 
research projects. Participant observation is not part of the qualitative procedures and 
case study methodology is not being used. The program itself is not being reviewed or 
evaluated, nor are the facilitators, thus no overt or covert bias could hinder the study. 
Thus, while I had a relationship with the program used in the research, the relationship was 
declared and deemed to have no detrimental effect on participants and the research design 
prevented any undue bias in the research.  
 
3.14.  Summary  
The chapter began with an exploration of the most appropriate research paradigm to 
effectively address all three research questions within this single study. While underutilized 
in leadership research (Klenke, 2008), pragmatism was selected because it not only 
acknowledged the importance of the research questions and supported mixed methods 
research, but because it provided a single framework for the multi-faceted enquiry. As 
program evaluation provided a conceptual framework for the investigation it was equally 
important that pragmatism provided an appropriate grounding for the characteristics of 
practicality and applicability inherent in evaluation. The research paradigm, pragmatism, has 
not only guided the methodology but the decisions, processes and all aspects of the research 
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such as the choice of definitions, the research design including sampling, timing, instrument 
selection and the analysis that are discussed in subsequent chapters. Pragmatism not only 
fostered the co-existence of a quantitative and qualitative investigation but in doing so 
provided a compelling foundation for the empirical and theoretical research inherent in the 
mixed methods design. 
The mixed methods embedded, experimental after-intervention design, denoted by 
QUAN(qual), was selected to address the three research questions.: How does participation 
by emerging leaders in a library leadership development program affect their leadership self-
efficacy? What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program 
are relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? What is there 
about the content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program that 
make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? Because 
the research was concerned with a single, complex phenomenon, the effect of a leadership 
development intervention on leadership self-efficacy, methods were mixed for the purpose of 
complementarity, when two methods are used to explore different facets of the same 
complex phenomenon (Greene, 2007). The chapter discussed the integration strategies for 
the mixed methods research. Consistent with the QUAN(qual) design, integration of the 
methods first occurred in the sample selection. Some mixing is found in the presentation of 
results. However, significant integration of the two methods transpired in the analysis and 
discussion of the results. These decisions are justified in the next chapter on research design. 
The mixed methods QUAN(qual) design also precipitated the discussion on external 
validity and transferability which collectively are best described as inference transferability. 
The chapter demonstrated that inference transferability was dependent on the adequate 
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description of the research context including the intervention, the setting, the participants and 
the outcome. To facilitate the transferability of the research, the chapter then outlined the 
context of the research, the development intervention and setting that would serve as the 
foundation for both the experiment and qualitative analysis, the Northern Exposure to 
Leadership Institute (NELI). The participants, that is, the population for this study, and the 
outcomes were not addressed in this chapter but left for discussion in Chapter 4. Finally, the 
chapter concluded with an overview of the Ethics Approval for the investigation.  
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 CHAPTER 4 
4. METHODS AND RESEARCH DESIGN  
	
4.1. Introduction 
Chapter 4 continues the general discussion on Methodology from Chapter 3 but moves to 
the specific examination of the methods used in this study and the research design that is 
derived from the research questions and the Literature Review. The chapter flows in the 
same way as does the QUAN(qual) mixed methods embedded, experimental after 
intervention research design. It begins with a review of the quantitative component, the 
experiment that employed a pretest-posttest control group design. The true experiment that is 
characterized by random assignment is presented in the context of internal, statistical and 
construct validity. The chapter outlines the process that was undertaken to randomly assign 
participants to the experimental conditions, the results of the assignment and the effect on 
the research design.  
The Chapter presents the measurement instrument that was used in the research, the 
Leadership Self Efficacy Inventory developed by Anderson et al. (2008) as the most 
appropriate measurement of the complex construct of leadership self-efficacy. The inventory 
and scale is compared to other available instruments. A discussion on factor analysis and the 
factors or latent variables associated with the scale follows. The test-retest reliability of the 
instrument and Cronbach's alpha, a measure of internal consistency of both the scale and the 
18 latent variables representing leadership self-efficacy therein, were determined as part of 
the scale evaluation process and are presented in this chapter. The results of the pilot study 
and the ensuing impact on the research design are examined. Thereafter, the chapter moves 
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to the description of the data collection processes and an analysis of the participants, 
including a discussion on the impact of attrition on the investigation.  
Continuing from the previous chapter, inference transferability is also discussed in the 
context of the participants and measurement or outcomes of the experiment. As the 
intervention and setting for the experiment were discussed in the previous chapter, they are 
not repeated here. The final components of the quantitative investigation; the analysis of 
quantitative data, including data cleansing, the appropriate statistical tests, the satisfaction of 
the assumptions associated with those tests, and the presentation of the descriptive statistics 
associated with the tests conclude the presentation of the quantitative design, methods and 
analysis.  
Next, the chapter presents the embedded qualitative study, referencing the same 
components as the experiment. First, the nature of the qualitative study, an open ended 
questionnaire, is examined in the context of pragmatism and the research questions. Then, 
the selection of the sample, the research participants, the setting, and the instrument are 
reviewed in the context of the embedded qualitative study and in consideration of inference 
transferability. The findings and conclusions drawn from the pilot study and the impact on 
the research design are also noted. Thereafter, a discussion on the qualitative data analysis, 
including the qualitative content analysis, thematic and pattern analyses and processes, is 
presented. The validity and the substantive significance of the qualitative investigation are 
considered. The chapter concludes with the discussion on the integration of the quantitative 
and the qualitative data in the analysis phase.  
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4.2. The Experiment - Equivalent Pretest-Posttest Control Group Design 
A true experimental research design represents the strongest of experimental designs 
because assignment of participants to groups is random (Creswell, 2008; Shadish et al., 
2002). This research used random assignment in a pretest-posttest control group design to 
test the relationship between the dependent variable, leadership self-efficacy, and the 
independent or treatment variable, the leadership development program (LDP) intervention, 
the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI). The random assignment of 
participants to the treatment group, test group or intervention group, known as Cohort 1 in 
this experiment, and to the control group, known as Cohort 2 in this experiment, was 
characteristic of equivalent group design, and this random assignment to Cohort 1 and 
Cohort 2 was the characteristic that distinguished this research as experimental rather than 
quasi-experimental research. Strong experimental designs are able to isolate the effects of 
confounding variables on the dependent variable and have internal validity (Johnson & 
Christensen, 2008). While a random experiment is characterized as having a treatment and 
control group and at a minimum, a posttest, a strong experiment includes a pretest which 
serves to enhance internal validity (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). This investigation not 
only included a pretest and a posttest but a second or delayed posttest conducted seven 
months after the intervention to determine if the effects of the intervention were sustained 
over time. However, the goal of the research was not the examination of a single group of 
participants subjected to different levels of experimental interventions at different points in 
time, a Repeated Measures design (Field, 2009), even though LSE was measured at three 
points in time. 
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The independent variable, NELI, was manipulated with a presence or absence technique. 
That is, for the research purposes, the treatment, NELI was administered to Cohort 1, the test 
group participants but was absent from Cohort 2, the control group participants. The 
dependent variable, leadership self-efficacy (LSE), was measured in Cohort 1 participants 
and Cohort 2 participants with a standardized instrument, the Leadership Self-Efficacy 
Inventory (LESI). The research used a pretest posttest environment to measure change in the 
dependent variable as it provided a clearer indication of the results than would have a 
posttest measure alone. Thus, a pretest was administered where the LSE of participants in 
Cohort 1, the test group and Cohort 2, the control group was measured before Cohort 1 
participated in NELI, the LDP. The posttest, administered to both Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 was 
conducted immediately after Cohort 1 completed the LDP. The research design included a 
delayed posttest to measure the sustained changes in leadership self-efficacy. Therefore, the 
LSE of participants in both cohorts was measured again seven months after Cohort 1, the test 
group, had completed the LDP that was before Cohort 2, the control group, began their LDP. 
Learning theory and research suggested that to measure the effectiveness of an intervention a 
posttest should be conducted at least six months after the training exercise (Byrne & Rees, 
2006; Lai, 1996).  
As discussed in Chapter 3, the potential validity of the research was considered in the 
research design. Validity includes internal validity, that is, the validity of the inferences 
about whether the treatment and the outcome reflect a causal relationship. Typical threats to 
internal validity relating to the participants in the study included: history, maturation, which 
included gains in leadership experience over time, regression, selection and attrition while 
threats relating to the procedures were testing and instrumentation (Creswell, 2008; Shadish 
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et al., 2002). Additional threats relating to the treatment included: diffusion of treatments, 
compensatory equalization, compensatory rivalry and resentful demoralization (Creswell, 
2008).  
The pretest-posttest control group design that was based on random assignment inherently 
controlled for history, maturation and selection (Creswell, 2008). Random assignment, rather 
than pretest scores was used to assign participants to Cohort 1, the test group or Cohort 2, the 
control group thus regression was partially controlled as a potential threat. That is, the 
participants receiving the LDP intervention were not allocated to Group 1, the test group, 
because of a particular score on the pretest but rather randomly assigned to the group. 
Random assignment also ensured that the statistical phenomenon of regression to the mean 
was present equally in the test and control groups such that it was isolated or removed when 
assessing the effect of the LDP on the participant levels of LSE. Random assignment thus 
also minimized selection bias. Furthermore, history and maturation were neutralized by the 
pretest and control group environments as naturally occurring phenomena were expected to 
affect both groups.  
Testing threats emerge when, in a pretest and posttest environment, there is a chance that 
participants will be familiar with the measures and remember responses from the first testing 
that might bias a later testing (Creswell, 2008). Because the same testing threat applied to 
both of the randomly assigned cohorts, the threat was neutralized. Not only was the time 
between tests significant, but more importantly, the LSEI was comprised of 88 questions, a 
large number of questions, such that familiarity and retention were unlikely. To further 
minimize any potential testing threat participants were not provided with their results during 
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the experiment. The instrumentation threat was controlled as the instrument did not change 
between the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest.  
Threats relating to the treatment including diffusion of treatments, compensatory 
equalization, compensatory rivalry and resentful demoralization were all potential threats in 
the control group design. However, all four potential threats were controlled because Cohort 
1, the test group, and Cohort 2, the control group were both aware that they were selected to 
participate in the program, thus neither felt that they were deprived of the treatment. There 
was no difference other than timing of the intervention communicated to the cohorts, nor 
was Cohort 1 aware that they had been designated as a test group. The cohorts were not 
naturally occurring and had no regular contact with one another. Overall, treatment related 
threats were minimized and not an issue for internal validity.  
Thus, only attrition could not be controlled through the design. Shadish et al. (2002) 
suggested that attrition is only an issue if the attrition from the test and control groups is 
uneven so that the differential results could be attributed to the attrition rather than the 
treatment. While attrition occurred in Cohort 1, the test group, and Cohort 2, the control 
group, the tests that demonstrated that it did not affect the results are presented in this 
Chapter in section 4.5, The Participants.   
 
4.2.1.  Control of Extraneous Factors  
To establish causality the effects of extraneous factors had to be controlled, lest causality 
was attributed to them rather than the independent variable (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). 
Random assignment effectively minimized various threats and provided controls. However, 
research suggested that some factors were likely to be pervasive. Females exhibited lower 
levels of leadership self-efficacy than did their male counterparts (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 
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McCormick et al., 2002; Owen, 2008; Schyns et al., 2008). To ensure that the effects of 
gender on self-efficacy were considered, gender was controlled through matching. Matching 
ensured that those with a particular characteristic were allocated in a matched way to the 
control and treatment groups. That is one male was randomly assigned to the treatment 
group and then another male was assigned to the control group. This technique maintained 
random assignment while ensuring that gender was controlled in the experiment. NELI had 
fewer male participants than female participants that mirrored the female domination in the 
profession. Thus, it was relatively simple to employ the technique of matching to control for 
gender even though random assignment took precedence. 
Consistent with theory developed by Bandura (1997) that mastery experiences increase 
self-efficacy, as well as with the research on novice and experienced teachers that indicated 
that those with less experience had comparatively lower self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2007) experience predicts self-efficacy (Chan & Drasgow, 2001, Dugan & Komives, 
2007; Owen, 2008). Thus, leadership experience gained at the place of employment or 
through other engagements and leadership training undertaken during the research period 
merited further consideration as potential extraneous variables. Initial differential levels of 
leadership experience and training were controlled with random assignment and a pretest-
posttest design. Maturation, or experience gained over time was controlled with the control 
group design and random assignment. Because the possibility for abnormal instances of 
experience gains or training interventions existed, data relating to the amount, frequency and 
type of leadership experience as well as to the occurrences, type, timing and cumulative 
amount of leadership training was collected and assessed for any possible effects on the 
results. As part of the data cleansing process, had there been any data indicative that 
160 
	
participants had significant external experience or training interventions during the 
experimental period, the data for these participants would have been considered for removal 
from the sample.  
 
4.2.2. Sample Size  
The sizes of NELI cohorts and thus both Cohort 1, the test group, and Cohort 2, the 
control group were dictated by practical considerations such as space and program quality 
considerations. Thus, prior to undertaking the research the potential sufficiency of the size of 
the cohorts was examined. A power analysis provides a rigorous, statistically based approach 
to determining sample size (Creswell, 2008). Given the inherent constraints, the size of the 
control group and treatment group each had a maximum of 43 participants. The test of the 
sufficiency of the sample sizes was undertaken for the most optimistic event that all 
participants in the program participated in the research. It is generally desirable to achieve 
statistical power of .80 (Cohen, 1992; Field, 2009). Thus, a power (1 - β) criterion of .80, 
where β is the risk of accepting the null hypothesis when it is false, could be reasonably 
achieved with the statistical significance p = .05 even with an effect size of d = 0.60, a 
medium effect, (Lipsey, 1990) if all 43 NELI participants in each of the test and control 
groups took part in the research.  
However, it was unlikely that all participants in the LDP would participate in the research. 
As noted by Romaniuk and Haycock (2011), the results of program evaluations, although 
limited, and anecdotal evidence suggested that there would be a sizable difference in the 
means of the leadership self-efficacy of those exposed to the program and those that were in 
the control group. Based on a statistical significance of p =.05, power .80 and an effect size 
of d = 0.76, which is a still only a medium effect, each of the control and test groups required 
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28 participants (Lipsey, 1990). It was not unreasonable to expect participation rates of 65% 
(28 out of 43 participants) based on the research of Burkell (2003) which suggested that 
librarians showed a 65% response rate to surveys, as well as the past experience of NELI 
where recent surveys had a 63% response rate (Sorenson, 2008). Thus, the experiment 
proceeded with the reasonable expectation that the sample was sufficient to provide 
statistical rigor.  
	
4.3. The Questionnaire - The Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory  
The online Leadership Questionnaire (Appendix C) was used to collect demographic 
information to support the quantitative investigation and to provide a measure of Leadership 
Self-efficacy (LSE) for the experiment. The Leadership Questionnaire was administered in 
electronic format using Survey Monkey for the pretest, the posttest and the delayed posttest 
to both the test and control groups. The Questionnaires were identical in each phase and 
were comprised of eight, multi-part, demographic questions; Part A - Background 
Information, as well as Part B - Leadership Inventory, the 88 questions adapted from the 
Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory (LSEI) that was developed by Anderson et al. (2008) to 
measure leadership self-efficacy. The design of the combined demographic questionnaire 
and instrument, Part A and Part B, while lengthy was consistent with the recommendations 
of Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) that it not only be appealing but well suited to the 
electronic format.  
Data from Part A, Background Information, was used in the control of extraneous 
variables and to provide an overview of the research participants as emerging leaders. The 
data was also used to help match individual participant responses, cleanse data and check 
consistencies of responses over the three periods of data collection. Questions covered areas 
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including age, years since graduation, current employment including type of library and 
position, management and leadership experience, as well as leadership training. Pursuant to 
the recommendations of Dillman et al. (2009) certain questions were structured to use lists 
that included all possible answers but whose categories were mutually exclusive. The 
demographic questions were a mix of open ended questions, closed ended questions and 
partially closed ended questions to optimize data collection. Thus, the questionnaire had a 
mix of qualitative and quantitative components. Pursuant to the recommendations of Dillman 
et al., questions were presented in a logical order although the nested questions posed no 
problem even when they were answered out of order. Furthermore, the electronic format 
provided the ability to control the order and process of both Parts A and B of the 
questionnaire (Dillman et al., 2009).  
Anonymity was preserved because all questionnaires were coded so that no identifiable 
personal data was retained with the instrument. Each participant was assigned a unique four- 
digit code which was retained for each phase of testing as an identifier. The code helped 
preserve the anonymity that was guaranteed to the research participants. The use of codes 
facilitated collation of data from the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest as well as the 
Qualitative Survey for each participant. The code also enabled follow-up with non-
respondents at any phase of data collection.  
 
4.3.1. Leadership Self-efficacy Inventory Scale 
The change in leadership self-efficacy of research participants was measured using the 
leadership self-efficacy scale derived from the Leadership Self Efficacy Inventory (LSEI) 
developed by Anderson et al. (2008). On behalf of the authors, Anderson provided 
permission to use and adapt the LSEI and provided a complete copy of the inventory for use 
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in this investigation. The LSEI measured the construct of leadership self-efficacy across the 
broadest and most comprehensive interpretation of leadership. Anderson et al. acknowledged 
the complexity of the LSE construct and identified 18 components or latent variables that 
comprised the multi-dimensional construct.  
Anderson et al. (2008) developed 88 leadership attributes derived from extant leadership 
theory and extensive interviews of executive managers and subject matter experts that 
comprehensively addressed the domain of leadership. As psychological constructs 
represented by latent variables cannot be measured directly, multiple items were necessary to 
appropriately scale the construct (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). Each of the 88 
attributes was framed as a statement such as "Influence cultural norms and values of your 
library to bring about healthy change." For this study, language in the statements was 
changed to be library specific such that words like company were changed to library.  
Pursuant to the recommendations of Bandura (2005) respondents were asked to rate their 
level of confidence in their ability to undertake the task or behaviour but were cautioned that 
they were not to assess their effectiveness, only their confidence in undertaking the 
behaviour. Thus, consistent with Bandura's (2005) recommendations, the research herein 
used a scale from 0 - 10, anchored with a true 0, such that 0 represented "cannot do at all" 
and 10 represented "highly certain can do." The scale was appended to each of the 88 
statements. This scaling was a departure from that done by Anderson et al. (2008) who used 
a 1 -7 scale but it was more consistent with the recommendations of Bandura.  
The maximum possible score for the LSEI was 88 x 10 or 880 and the minimum score 
was 0. The nature of the electronic instrument departed from Bandura's recommendation that 
respondents be offered the opportunity to specify infinite gradients of LSE within the scale. 
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Instead, respondents were required to choose whole numbers between 0 and 10 as a 
representation of their LSE. However, this was consistent with the results from Anderson et 
al. and other research (Blastorah, 2009; Bobbio & Manganelli, 2009; Finn, 2007; Hoyt et al., 
2003, Murphy, 1992; Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008; Versland, 2009) for which other instruments 
were used to collect LSE data and for which only whole numbers were used to specify the 
strength of LSE.  
Scales do not measure objects but rather their attributes (Netemeyer et al., 2003). Thus, 
the scale was used to measure the change in leadership self-efficacy in program participants 
assigned to both the test group and the control group before the program as a pretest, 
immediately after the program as a posttest and seven months thereafter as a delayed posttest 
intended to provide evidence of sustained change. The same LSEI and scale was used in all 
three instances which was important to ensure instrument validity; a component of internal 
validity (Creswell, 2008; Johnson & Christensen, 2008).  
 
4.3.2.  Review and Selection of a Leadership Self-Efficacy Scale 
Prior to selecting the LSEI as the instrument for the research other LSE scales were 
evaluated for appropriateness to the research. The literature review identified ten scales that 
measured leadership self-efficacy and two that were cited in leadership research but 
measured general self-efficacy. All twelve scales were examined to determine 
appropriateness for use in this research. Self-efficacy scales that were created in other 
domains or not used in leadership research were not reviewed. Two scales used for 
leadership research, one by Shea and Howell (1999) and another by Dugan and Komives 
(2007) were not reviewed because information on these scales was insufficient to conduct a 
review. Each scale that was considered was evaluated as to its reliability and validity. A 
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detailed evaluation (Appendix A) was conducted on each of the 12 potential scales based on 
the intended use, the composition, and the testing and validity of the scale to determine the 
best fit for the research. The results of the evaluation are summarized in Appendix B.  
The scales were evaluated from three perspectives. Netemeyer et al. (2003) provided 
guidance relative to scale construction. Creswell (2008) made recommendations as to scale 
evaluation and Bandura (2005) stipulated the requirements specific to the measurement of 
self-efficacy. First, the construction of the scales was examined against the four criteria 
established by Netemeyer et al. including:  
1. Construct Definition considering content domain and dimensionality,  
2. Generation of Measurement Items focusing on content validity,  
3. Design and Implementation of Refinement Studies employing test of psychometric 
properties, exploratory factor analyses and estimates of validity, and  
4. Finalization of the Scale incorporating multiple tests, confirmatory factor analysis and 
item analysis.  
Next, the six elements suggested by Creswell (2008, pp. 168-169) were considered in the 
evaluation of an instrument, the last three of which Creswell deemed the most important: 
currency, research use and citation, published reviews, acceptable reliability and validity, 
acceptable format and appropriate data collection process, and acceptable scale. Finally, the 
scales were assessed pursuant to the criteria developed by Bandura in his Guide for 
Constructing Self-Efficacy Scales (2005). The prescription for development of a scale was 
first espoused by Bandura in Self-efficacy: The Exercise of Control (1997) and stems from 
his social cognitive theory and research on self-efficacy. Bandura (2005) asserted that the 
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following properties must be considered in the construction of a scale to measure the 
strength of perceived self-efficacy:  
1. Domain specificity. 
2. Content Validity –“Items should be phrased in terms of can do rather than will do” 
(Bandura, 2005, p. 308) to accurately reflect the measure of perceived capability. 
3. Conceptual Analysis of Self-Efficacy Multi-causality - Scales must be developed 
from a conceptual analysis of the construct such that the breadth of the questions 
reflects the quality of functioning in the domain (Bandura, 2005). 
4. Gradations of Challenge – “Perceived efficacy should be measured against levels 
of task demands that represent gradations of challenge or impediments to 
successful performance” (Bandura, 2005, p. 311) and “these gradations of 
difficulty should be built into items to avoid ceiling effects” (Bandura, p. 311).  
5.  Response Scale – Efficacy scales should be unipolar with an absolute zero, a wide 
band and many intervals such as a scale from 0 to 100 (Bandura, 2005). A scale 
with too few gradients limits the breadth of measurement and cannot accurately 
measure the construct.  
6. Minimizing Response Bias- Anonymity of the respondent is paramount. 
Instructions should be clear that the responses must be based on current capability 
and not some anticipated future capability (Bandura, 1997). 
In consideration of the six properties above, the scales were evaluated on their ability to 
accommodate a range of questions that assessed the level, generality and strength of efficacy 
beliefs (Bandura, 1997) and a measurement scale sufficient to discern differences in levels of 
167 
	
those beliefs. Bandura (2005) provided further advice relative to scale validation which was 
also considered as part of the evaluation framework: 
 Pretest the scale - ambiguous and non-discriminatory items to be eliminated. 
 Rewrite questions that do not depict the levels of challenge to differentiate levels of 
self-efficacy.  
 Correlate items intended to explore the same domain of efficacy and check 
homogeneity with factor analysis.  
 Determine internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha.  
  Eliminate items with low reliability correlates. 
The measurement of self-efficacy and the use of an appropriately designed scale were 
imperative to the research.  
From the existing literature it was apparent that the construct of self-efficacy is clearly 
multi-faceted. Self-efficacy is a predictor of performance, but the degree of predictability is 
generally dependent on the domain specificity. However in certain conditions self-efficacy is 
transferable and more generalized. Thus, self-efficacy can be measured, developed and in 
some circumstances, impaired. The self-efficacy construct was foundational to the research 
as self-efficacy development was the subject of the study.  
The multi-faceted scale evaluation process suggested that the LSEI developed by 
Anderson et al. (2008) was complicit with the recommendations therein in that appropriate 
rigor was applied to the development of the inventory. After identifying 88 attributes, known 
as items and commonly referred to as observed variables (Harrington, 2009), and crafting 
statements representative of the attributes that reflected the various observable variables and 
degrees of leadership, the inventory was tested on 2,070 individuals, 227 managers at an 
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international financial services company, their supervisors and their peers (Anderson et al., 
2008). The managers' results were subjected to Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA); Principal 
Component Analysis (PCA) with an equamax rotation (Anderson et al.) to reduce the data 
and determine the underlying structure. The goal of factor extraction was to find the fewest 
factors, also known as dimensions or components that adequately represented the 
interrelationships between the variables (Garson, 2012; Pallant, 2010). Anderson et al. 
reported that the PCA extracted 18 factors that represented 69.1% of the total variance. Each 
of the 18 components was defined by at least three of the items and for all but eight of the 88 
items or observed variables, loadings on the component that they defined exceeded .40 
(Anderson et al., 2008). The solution was deemed optimal in that an optimal solution has at 
least three items loading on each factor (Pallant, 2010) and loading values, the relative 
importance of the variable to the factor, in excess of .30 (Field, 2009). Anderson et al. 
determined that Cronbach's alpha for the LSEI ranged from .55 -.90 for the 18 dimensions 
with an overall average for the scale of .79. While some of the dimensional results were low 
albeit in the acceptable range for personality and attitude measures (Anderson et al., 2008), 
overall the LSEI exceeded the acceptable criteria for Cronbach's alpha of .7 (Netemeyer et 
al., 2003). Thus, the scale structure determined by Anderson et al. to measure LSE appeared 
appropriate for consideration in this research.  
The application of the evaluation framework made it clear that the scale developed by 
Anderson et al. (2008) best fulfilled the needs of this research. While there were no 
published uses or reviews of the scale, the scale was relatively new. I had difficulty in 
obtaining access to the scale and presuming that same difficulty applied to other researchers 
it was not surprising that the scale had not been used in subsequent research or reviewed. 
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The scale was one of the few that was created both through a thorough review of leadership 
literature and theory and empirical testing of the leadership characteristics developed from 
the literature and theory before inclusion and testing in the scale. The scale was the most 
expansive and adequately explored the multi-facets of leadership. It did not restrict the 
domain to a certain component characteristic such as team leadership or change management 
as did the scales used by Finn (2007) and Paglis and Green (2002) respectively. As noted, it 
was subjected to exploratory factor analysis but not confirmatory factor analysis.  
Participants in the testing and development of the scale were predominantly female 
(68.5%). Because, the subjects of this investigation were predominantly female, this factor 
was considered as important because of other research indicating gender differences in 
leadership and self-efficacy (McCormick et al., 2002). While the scale was developed in the 
corporate sector, it was deemed applicable to the library sector. The qualities of library 
leaders are the same as those in the corporate sector (Sheldon, 1992). Thus, the scale was a 
good fit for measuring self-efficacy in the library profession.  
 
4.3.3. Leadership Self–Efficacy Scale Validation 
The process of validating the LSEI and scale was intended in part to address issues that 
related to construct validity. Construct validity refers to how accurately a construct is 
represented by the research (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). Thus, if the LSEI appropriately 
measured the construct that it was intended to measure then construct validity would be 
achieved. The construct in this research was leadership self-efficacy that included both the 
construct of self-efficacy founded in social cognitive theory, and the construct of being a 
leader which was founded in leadership theory. The process of validation considered the 
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complex theory of leadership, replete with multiple dimensions that emerge differentially in 
different leadership contexts.  
Because the construct of leadership self-efficacy had been developed and the theory 
expressed in the LSEI by Anderson et al. (2008), ideally Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) would have been undertaken to test whether the data collected herein conformed to 
the theory represented by the LSEI. Specifically CFA would have tested the existence of 18 
latent variables and determined whether there was alignment with the loadings of the 88 
items on the factors or whether some adjustment to the factors, loadings or observed 
variables was necessary (Garson, 2012). However, Harrington (2009) noted that while there 
is no absolute sample size requirement, CFA required similar sample sizes to EFA if the 
analysis was to converge on a stable solution.  
Pallant (2010) advised that the reliability of the results from EFA was dependent on the 
suitability of the data for factor analysis such that adequacy of sample size was one of the 
foremost considerations. There has been considerable debate and divergent opinion as to the 
minimum sample size for EFA, and thus CFA, with some researchers suggesting minimum 
sizes ranging from a fixed number of 300 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) and with other 
researchers proposing ratios for cases to variables while yet other researchers adopting a 
position that the research design is paramount such that higher loading values and numbers 
of loadings per factor reduce the number of cases required (Field, 2009; Garson, 2012; 
Pallant, 2010). MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, and Hong (1999) determined that if all factors 
had four or more loadings greater than .6 or if the overall average loading value was at least 
.7, then the data could be considered reliable irrespective of sample size.  
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While there were 88 items on the LSEI, the maximum number of unique cases available 
for analysis was 71, which suggested that the sample was likely inadequate for factor 
analysis. CFA was attempted using IBM SPSS Amos Version 21. However, the sample size 
was insufficient to proceed with the analysis. 
In spite of a potentially insufficient sample size, an EFA that replicated that which was 
run by Anderson et al. (2008) that employed PCA with an equamax rotation was undertaken 
using IBM SPSS Version 20. Rather than structuring the analysis to extract an appropriate 
number of factors for data reduction, it was run to extract 18 components. The results of the 
extraction showed that 83.4% of the variance was explained in the rotated solution with 18 
components. Eigen values generally exceeded 1.0 except for the last two factors that yielded 
Eigen values of .95 and .97 respectively. Item loadings were relatively consistent with those 
found by Anderson et al., although there were only six instances where the loading value for 
a defining item was less than .4 and these values ranges from .35-.39. At least three items 
loaded on and defined each dimension. However, the average of all loadings was only .6, 
rather than the desirable .7 and four or more items with loadings greater than .6 were not 
attached to every factor such that the data could not be deemed reliable for factor analysis 
(McCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999). Furthermore, the factor matrix was not 
positive definite and thus the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) 
was not calculated by the SPSS program. In such circumstances Field (2009) and Pallant 
(2010) cautioned that the ensuing factor analysis might not be reliable.  
The inadequacy of sample sizes for EFA was not unique to this research. Other LSE 
researchers such as Finn (2007) and Murphy (1992) have also based results on sample size, 
and other researchers Blastorah (2009) and Finn chose to rely on previous validation efforts. 
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For the reasons noted the LSEI as validated by Anderson et al. (2008) was deemed a good fit 
for this research and a decision to use the LSEI was made based on the work of Anderson et 
al. to validate the scale. Furthermore, the reliability and internal consistency of the LSEI in 
this application were evaluated to ensure the scale was appropriate for this research and the 
results derived from its use could be relied upon. 
Reliability and validity are essential properties of a good scale (Spector, 1992), thus the 
reliability and validity of the LSEI were determined for the application of the instrument in 
the research environment. Cronbach's alpha coefficient is a common indicator of internal 
consistency of a scale; that is the elements of a scale are measuring the same construct 
(Netemeyer et al., 2003; Pallant, 2010). Table 4-1 indicates that over all three phases of the 
study, the pretest, the posttest and the delayed posttest, Cronbach's alpha for the scale 
exceeded the widely accepted threshold for an adequate level of internal consistency of 0.7 
(Johnson & Christensen, 2008) and the standard for an optimized scale design of 0.8 
(Netemeyer et al., 2003). Because Coefficient alpha depends on the number of items 
comprising the scale and thus tends to be larger when there are more items in the scale 
(Johnson & Christensen, 2008; Netermeyer et al., 2003), the large number of items in the 
LSEI undoubtedly had some effect on alpha although the magnitude of the effect was not 
readily discernible. However, there is no definitive answer as to the minimum or maximum 
number of items in a scale apart from the recognition that complex constructs require more 
items to adequately test the multiple dimensions of the construct (Netermeyer et al., 2003). 
Given the complexity of the construct and the results of the principle components analysis, 
the number of items was appropriate such that Cronbach's alpha provided a reasonable 
measure of internal consistency.  
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Furthermore, the internal consistency of each component of a multidimensional test was 
evaluated pursuant to the recommendations of Johnson and Christensen (2008). Table 4-1 
shows that all of the subscales except Serve demonstrated Cronbach's alpha scores in excess 
of the acceptable threshold of 0.7 in all three phases in which the scale was used. The 
subscale Serve achieved an alpha score of only 0.66 on the pretest. However, given that the 
posttest and delayed posttest scores exceeded 0.7, the sub-scale was considered acceptable. 
This finding is consistent with the results achieved by Anderson et al (2008) for the 
instrument which indicated that the Cronbach's Alpha coefficients of the 18 dimensions of 
LSE ranged from 0.55 - 0.87 with a mean of 0.79. While Anderson et al. noted that the alpha 
levels of 0.55 and 0.68 that they achieved for the Convince and Know dimensions 
respectively, were not optimal, they were consistent with other personality and attitude 
measures reported in research findings.  
Test-retest reliability measures the stability of responses to the instrument over time and 
mitigates concerns of potential measurement error (Netemeyer et al., 2003). Test-retest 
reliability was evaluated on the basis of the results of the control group, Cohort 2, comparing 
the results from the pretest, the posttest and the delayed posttest. As noted by Field (2009) 
the most appropriate way of ensuring test-retest reliability is to test the same group of people 
at different points in time. Based on the measurements taken on the control Group, Cohort 2, 
the instrument showed excellent test-retest reliability in that the Pearson correlation 
coefficients were 0.911 for the pretest and posttest results and 0.780 for the pretest and 
delayed posttest results. Thus, the LSEI was considered reliable and an appropriate 
measurement of leadership self-efficacy in this study.  
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Table 4-1 Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory - Internal Consistency  
 Cronbach's Alpha  
 Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest Number of Items 
LSE Inventory .98 .99 .99 88 
Factors (Value Dimensions) 
Act  .83  .85 .84  4 
Build  .80  .82 .86  5 
Challenge  .85  .87 .85  4 
Change  .86  .89 .90  7 
Communicate  .83  .89 .83  5 
Convince  .77  .79 .80  3 
Credibility  .81  .84 .85  5 
Drive  .89 .92 .94  8 
Guide  .86  .86 .86  7 
Involve  .80 .83 .84  6 
Know  .80  .79 .84  3 
Mentor  .84  .86 .85  3 
Motivate  .85  .89 .88  5 
Oversee  .80  .82 .84  3 
Relate  .84  .85 .86  6 
Self-Discipline  .71  .77 .77  4  
Serve  .66  .79 .74  5 
Solve  .82  .85 .90  5 
Total    88 
 
 
4.3.4. Pilot Tests 
The Leadership Questionnaire that was comprised of Part A, the demographic questions 
and Part B the Leadership Inventory; the 88 questions adapted from the Leadership Self-
Efficacy Inventory (LSEI), was pilot tested on seven individuals. The seven individuals were 
selected to purposefully for maximum variation to test the potential range of potential 
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responses. Two of the seven subjects were very senior and experienced library leaders. Two 
were mid-career experienced leaders who were also graduates of NELI. One was a recent 
NELI graduate with little post-intervention experience and two constituted emerging leaders 
who would be similar in qualifications to the typical NELI participant. The pilot was 
conducted to ensure that the wording of the questions was appropriate and meaningful for 
the intended audience. It was also used to ensure that the questions conveyed the appropriate 
variations in degree of difficulty, the scaling was appropriate and the instrument design pre-
empted potential ceiling effects. The belief was that if the scale and degrees of difficulty 
were meaningful to the most experienced leaders, then ceiling effects should be mitigated. It 
was also important to determine the length of time for instrument completion and to assess 
the reasonableness thereof. 
Research ethics approval was granted and all seven pilot test participants were asked to 
complete the questionnaire and to provide feedback thereafter. All respondents confirmed 
that the Parts A and Part B could be completed within the suggested 20 minutes. Part B, 
LSEI was scored for each individual and the results tabulated. The range of scores for each 
of the 88 questions was evaluated. Overall high scores and questions with high scores were 
examined to identify questions with potential ceiling effects.  
Based on the results, three significant changes were made to the instrument. First, heading 
each question was a descriptive word identifying what aspect of confidence the question was 
testing. Several of the participants noted that the words were suggestive or more dominant 
than the statement to be scored. That is, they functioned as a distraction in that participants 
focused more on whether they had the quality or skill suggested rather than focusing on their 
level of confidence in performing the task as stated. For example on these words was 
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"energy." Several of the participants acknowledged that they responded as to whether they 
were energetic or not. However they were to assess their confidence in "Displaying physical 
and mental fortitude on the job." All of the leading words were removed from the instrument 
to avoid any confusion.  
Second, the level of difficulty intended in the statement was not always clear. Thus some 
participants with minimal leadership experience gave themselves a high score when other 
more experienced individuals afforded themselves a low score. Investigation revealed that 
the anomaly occurred because the experienced individuals interpreted the statement from an 
organization or library wide perspective while the less experienced individuals interpreted 
the statement as to pertain to a personal level of activity. Pursuant to the recommendations 
made by Bandura (2005) all problematic questions were rewritten to create an appropriate 
and clear level of challenge by ensuring that the questions referred to an organizational or 
library wide perspective rather than a unit perspective. This also created sufficient challenge 
to mitigate some of the potential for ceiling effects.  
The third change also represented a change to the wording of the statement as related to 
use of terminology. Words that referred to a business environment were changed to reflect 
the library setting. This was important to the understanding clarity and common 
interpretation by participants.  
After the adjustments were made the questionnaire was retested, albeit by the same group 
of participants who were somewhat familiar with the instrument. However, they 
acknowledged the improvements and explained how the changes affected their interpretation 
of the affected questions. The questionnaire was deemed appropriate for use in the research. 
177 
	
One final observation arising from the pilot tests did not result in any change to the 
instrument. The hypothesis that the experienced leaders would test potential issues 
associated with ceiling effects was not entirely appropriate. Rather, it was the most novice 
testers that raised the potential issue with ceiling effects. While neither of the novice testers 
had any leadership experience and another tester had minimal experience all scored very 
highly on many dimensions of leadership self-efficacy, in fact significantly higher than those 
with the more experience. Moreover, on some questions those with the most experience had 
the lowest scores and among the lowest overall LSE scores.  
The situation was somewhat rectified when the instrument was changed such that the 
degree of difficulty was more apparent. However, the effect observed was not 
overconfidence but rather the manifestation of instances where individuals unfamiliar with 
the complexities of a task misjudged their efficacy for performing the skills inherent in the 
task accomplishment; a situation that can only be improved with appropriate task training or 
knowledge (Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Because the research was focused on 
emerging leaders, it was acknowledged that the same effect was likely to emerge in the 
research findings and that some regression or revision in estimations of LSE might be 
expected after the intervention. That is, the ceiling effect may be less of a problem but rather 
re-appraisals of LSE as more knowledge and skill was gained might be a factor. However, 
based on the pilot test it appeared that the questionnaire and scale would adequately 
accommodate any of these outcomes.  
 
4.4. Research Process and Timing of Data Collection 
The first cohort, Cohort 1, the test group, experienced the NELI program, the research 
intervention, in December, 2010 while the second cohort, Cohort 2, the control group, 
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experienced the intervention in February 2012. Only the first intervention in December, 2010 
known as the research intervention, was considered in this research.  
For the purposes of this research, the second cohort acted as a control group to the first 
cohort in the pretest-posttest control group design. The 39 members of the test group and the 
32 members of the control group who completed the required Ethical Review Board 
documentation and agreed to participate in the research were required to complete the online 
Leadership Questionnaire which included the Leadership Self-efficacy Inventory (LSEI) at 
three intervals; immediately before the research intervention, the pretest; one month after the 
research intervention, the posttest; and then seven months after the completion of the 
research intervention, the delayed posttest. Data was not collected from either the test group 
or the control group thereafter.  
 
4.5. The Participants 
It is important to understand who was targeted for participation in the development 
intervention, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI); the population for this 
investigation. The participants of NELI were emerging library leaders who were described in 
the following statements: 
Librarians, with an MLIS degree, who generally are two to seven years out of library 
school, and who have at least two years professional library experience, have been 
considered for participation. Participants must demonstrate leadership potential, 
enthusiasm, optimism and a vision for the provision of library services in the future. 
They must show academic excellence, often through a publishing or presentation record 
and a successful work experience. Applicants must be nominated by an employer, 
library school or library organization and must supply a letter of recommendation from 
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a third party such as a current supervisor, a former instructor or another person who 
knows the profession and the candidate well. Candidates are also required to supply a 
statement of their achievements, including professional and community service as well 
as a statement of career goals. (Romaniuk, 2008, p. 21) 
As researcher, I had no role in advertising, assessment or selection of applicants for the 
program. Applications/nominations from prospective participants for NELI were subjected 
to an intensive review by an experienced program facilitator who was charged with the 
assessment and selection duty. E. B. Ingles (personal communication, January 26, 2011) 
confirmed that based on the aforementioned review process, the total applications received, 
160, were screened and reviewed such that 101 qualified and highly desirable applicants 
were short listed for the 86 positions available. E.B. Ingles used random selection to fill the 
86 positions from the 101short listed applicants.  
Table 4-2 NELI Participant Profile - Years Since MLIS Graduation 
Years since MLIS 
Graduation 
Number of NELI 
Participants 
Frequency (%) 
< 2 4 4.6 
2-4 39 45.4 
5-7 37 43.1 
8-10 4 4.6 
> 10 2 2.3 
TOTAL 86 100 
 
While the NELI criteria suggested that participants had graduated with their Master of 
Library and Information Science (MLIS) degree at least two years but not more than seven 
prior to participation, Table 4-2 presents the actual distribution of the years since MLIS 
graduation. The distribution in Table 4-2 shows that 10 NELI participants or 11.5% of the 
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NELI participants fell outside of the typical range for participation. The mean and median 
years since graduation were 4.7 years and 4.5 years respectively.  
Table 4-3 shows the age of all NELI participants including both those participating and 
those not-participating in this study. The mean and median ages were 34.2 years and 33 
years respectively. Previous experience predicts leadership self-efficacy (Chan & Drasgow, 
2001; Dugan & Komives, 2007; Owen, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). The 
potential for having acquired leadership experience increased both with age and the time 
since graduation. Thus, both age and time since graduation influenced the research design 
and data collection as it was important to ensure pre-existing leadership experience was 
considered and controlled for in the design.  
 Table 4-3 NELI Participant Profile - Age 
Age  Number of 
NELI 
Participants 
Frequency (%) 
<28 4 4.6 
28-30 21 24.4 
31-35 33 38.4 
36-40 16 18.6 
>40 12 14.0 
TOTAL 86 100 
 
Because gender was related to leadership self-efficacy (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 
McCormick et al., 2002, 2003; Owen, 2008), the research design also considered the 
potential effects of gender on the experiment. As expected for the female dominated 
profession (Romaniuk & Haycock, 2011), NELI participants included 73 (84.9 %) females 
and 13 (15.1 %) males. The proportion of males was somewhat less than the 35% that 
typically comprised academic libraries (Kyrillidou & Bland, 2009). However, participants 
represented various types of library and information organizations, as seen in Table 4-4, and 
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held a variety of positions therein, as shown in Table 4-5. Type of Position, Table 4-5, was 
also potentially indicative of leadership experience in that 44.2% of NELI participants held a 
supervisory or management position. This confirmed the importance of addressing pre-
existing leadership experience in the research design. 
 Table 4-4 NELI Participant Profile - Type of Library 
Type of Library Number of NELI 
Participants 
Frequency (%) 
Academic 45 52.3 
Public 33 38.4 
Special - Government/Corporate 7 8.1 
Other Information Organizations 1 1.2 
TOTAL 86 100 
 
	
 Table 4-5 NELI Participant Profile - Type of Position 
Position Held Number of NELI  
Participants
Frequency (%) 
Staff Position 48 55.8 
Supervisory Position 10 11.6 
Middle Management 22 25.6 
Senior Management < 50 staff  6 7.0 
TOTAL 86 100 
 
4.5.1. Randomization 
To ensure a true experiment, all 86 NELI participants were randomly assigned to either 
Cohort 1, the test group, or to Cohort 2, the control group. Random assignment was 
accomplished in a two- step process that first separated the participants by gender. Because 
gender was potentially an extraneous variable, the process of matching was used to control 
the factor. Thus, the software Research Randomizer was used to randomly assign each 
female participant a unique number between 1 and 73 and each male participant a unique 
number between 1 and 13. The software, Research Randomizer, was used again to randomly 
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assign each number assigned to the female participants, between 1 and 73 to either Cohort 1 
or Cohort 2. The process was repeated for the 13 male participants. The process of matching 
could not be perfectly applied because of the uneven number of both female and male NELI 
participants. Nonetheless, the matching process ensured that a reasonable number of males 
would be assigned to each cohort. The process of random assignment was deliberately 
completed before soliciting participation in the research to eliminate any possible perception 
that the agreement to participate in the research affected the cohort to which one was 
assigned.  
All 86 NELI participants were invited to participate in the research. Of the 86 potential 
participants in the research, 71 individuals or 82.6% agreed to participate and completed the 
necessary documentation to confirm participation. Because the random assignment to either 
the test group, Cohort 1 or the control group, Cohort 2 was done in advance of soliciting and 
confirming participation in the research, participation in the research was not evenly 
distributed between the test and control groups resulting in an unbalanced design. In the test 
group, Cohort 1, 39 individuals or 90.1% agreed to participate in the research while in the 
control group, Cohort 2, 32 individuals or 74.4% agreed to participate in the research. One 
individual in each of the test and control groups agreed to participate in the research but 
failed to complete the pretest. These individuals were treated as non-participants when 
pretest scores or participation was a factor in the research.  
The integration of the quantitative and qualitative methods was implicit in the embedded 
experimental research design. The integration extended to the participants such that the 
participants in the qualitative component were a subset of the participants in the quantitative 
component. That is, all of the participants randomly assigned to the intervention condition, 
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Cohort 1, in the experiment, were invited to participate in the qualitative survey. Thus, only 
those participants randomly assigned to the control condition were excluded from 
participation in the qualitative component. As noted previously, of the 43 participants 
assigned to the test group, 39 or 90.1% agreed to participate in the research and all 39 
completed the qualitative component.  
 
4.5.2. Characteristics of the Research Participants 
The characteristics of the research participants were derived from the Leadership 
Questionnaire Part A - Background Information. The test group, Cohort 1 was comprised of 
33 females (84.6%) and six males (15.4%) who agreed to participate in the research. The 
control group, Cohort 2 was comprised of 28 females (87.5%) and four males (12.5%) who 
agreed to participate in the research. As with Cohort 1 participants, the gender balance in 
Cohort 2 participants mirrored both that of the profession and of the NELI participants. 
While reflective of reality, the disparity in the numbers of female and male participants 
created challenges in data analysis that specifically examined gender.  
As noted previously, NELI parameters suggest that generally, program participants should 
have graduated with their MLIS degree no more than seven years prior to participation in the 
LDP. Table 4-6 indicates that there were three participants (7.7%) in the test group but only 
one participant (3.1%) of the control group outside of the normal criteria. These participants 
may have had the opportunity for more leadership experience prior to the intervention. 
Conversely, three members of the test group and one member of the control group were very 
recent graduates suggesting that the amount of professional leadership experience would be 
nominal in these participants. Popper (2005) suggested that early leadership experiences 
were the most formative and influential, thus the NELI intervention was expected to have a 
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significant effect on the most recent graduates. The mean number of years since graduation 
in the test and control Groups was 5.3 and 4 years respectively. The median number of years 
since graduation was 5 years for the test group and 4 years for the control group. As 
expected, Table 4-6 shows that the groups appear reasonably similar in composition but that 
the control group generally had graduated more recently than the test group with 65.6% of 
participants with less than 5 years since graduation, compared to the test group with only 
28.2% of the participants with less than 5 years since graduation. The test group also had two 
individuals (5.1%) who had graduated more than 10 years previous while the control group 
had no individuals in this category.  
Table 4-6 Research Participant Profile - Years Since MLIS Graduation 
Years since 
MLIS 
Graduation 
Test 
Group 
Frequency 
(%) 
Control 
Group 
Frequency 
(%) 
Research 
Non - 
Participants 
Frequency 
(%) 
< 2 3 7.7 1 3.1 0 0 
2-4 8 20.5 20 62.5 11 73.4 
5-7 25 64.1 10 31.3 2 13.3 
8-10 1 2.6 1 3.1 2 13.3 
> 10 2 5.1 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 39 100 32 100 15 100 
 
The pretest-posttest research design mitigated differences in initial levels of LSE, potentially 
caused by differing degrees of experience. However, based on the work of Popper, one 
might anticipate that gains in LSE as a result of the intervention might be mediated by the 
time since graduation.  
The mean age of the research participants assigned to the test group was 34.7 and the 
median age was 33. As expected with random assignment, the control group was very 
similar with a mean and median age of 34.3 and 33 respectively. Table 4-7 outlines the 
distribution of ages in both the test and control groups. Of particular interest is that both 
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groups have relatively similar numbers of participants who, based on their ages, were likely 
to have had more encounters with leadership in some work or professional environment, 
perhaps outside of librarianship. The test group had 35.9% of participants in the over 35 age 
group while the control group had 34.4% of participants in this demographic.  
Table 4-7 Research Participant Profile - Age 
Age  Test 
Group 
Frequency 
(%) 
Control 
Group 
Frequency 
(%) 
Research 
Non - 
Participants 
Frequency 
(%) 
<28 1 2.6 3 9.4 0 0 
28-30 9 23.1 4 12.5 8 53.3 
31-35 15 38.5 14 43.8 4 26.7 
36-40 8 20.5 6 18.8 2 13.3 
>40 6 15.4 5 15.6 1 6.7 
TOTAL 39 100 32 100 15 100 
	
In the test and control groups 97.4% and 100% respectively of the participants indicated 
that they had leadership experience, although Table 4-8 indicates that 49.9% of the test 
group and 50.0% of the control group had three years or less of leadership experience. 
Moreover, Table 4-9 suggests that 61.5% of the test group and 62.6% of the control group 
had no management experience, in fact 46.1% and 53.2% of the test and control groups 
respectively held staff positions. Thus, while most participants suggested that they had 
leadership experience, most of the experience had not been derived from a management 
position in librarianship. This had implications for the measurement of LSE that focused on 
the breadth of the construct and the many domains associated with leadership. As Bandura 
(1997) cautioned, to make an accurate assessment of one's self-efficacy one must understand 
the demands of the task (p. 64). Most of the participants believed they practiced leadership 
and had leadership experience. However, the breadth of the construct juxtaposed with the 
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amount and type of experience suggested that in reality fewer had extensive experience 
across the full realm of activities associated with leadership.  
Table 4-8 Research Participant Profile - Leadership Training and Experience 
Amount Test Group1 Frequency (%) Control Group1 Frequency (%) 
 Leadership Training 
< 1 week 3 15.8 1 5.6 
> 1week <= 2 weeks 5 26.3 6 33.3 
>2 weeks <= 1 month 7 36.8 5 27.8 
>1 month <= 3 months 1 5.3 3 16.6 
>3 months <= 6 months 0 0 2 11.1 
>6 months <= 1 year 1 5.3 0 0 
> 1 year 2 10.5 1 5.6 
TOTAL 19 100 18 100 
Leadership Experience 
<6 months 1 2.6 0 0 
6 months < 1 year 3 7.9 1 3.1 
> 1 year <= 3 years 15 39.4 15 46.9 
>3 years <= 5 years 5 13.2 9 28.2 
> 5 years < = 10 years 8 21.1 5 15.6 
> 10 years 6 15.8 2 6.2 
TOTAL 38 100 32 100 
1Only participants who indicated previous leadership training and experience 
Previous to the intervention, 51.3% of the test group and 43.7% of the control group 
reported that they had no previous leadership training. Thus, almost the same number of 
participants in both the test and control groups had taken leadership training previous to the 
institute as those who had undertaken no previous training. Most interestingly, Table 4-8 
indicates that for a significant number of individuals, 42.1% in the test group and 38.9% in 
the control group who had taken training, the cumulative training taken was less than two 
weeks. Thus, considering the individuals who had never taken leadership training together 
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with those who had engaged in only minimal leadership training, the NELI intervention 
represented a significant contribution to their overall leadership training.  
Table 4-9 Research Participant Profile - Position 
Current Position Test 
Group 
Frequency 
(%) 
Control 
Group 
Frequency 
(%) 
Not working 0 0 0 0 
Non- Management, Staff Position 18 46.1 17 53.2 
Supervisor 6 15.4 3 9.4 
Middle Management - Department/Branch Head 10 25.6 9 28.1 
Senior Management - Deputy/Assistant Head 1 2.6 1 3.1 
Senior Administrator - Head/Chief Librarian with 10 or 
fewer staff 
1 2.6 1 3.1 
Senior Administrator - Head/Chief Librarian with 11 - 
50 staff 
2 5.1 0 0 
Senior Administrator - Head/Chief Librarian with 51 - 
100 staff 
0 0 0 0 
Senior Administrator - Head/Chief Librarian with more 
than 100 staff 
0 0 0 0 
Other 1 2.6 1 3.1 
TOTAL 39 100 32 100 
 
Based on the demographic data, including age, years since graduation, training, 
experience and the type of position held, some of the participants appeared to have 
significantly more leadership experience than one would have expected for an emerging 
leader. Given that experience is a predictor of LSE (Chan & Drasgow, 2001; Dugan & 
Komives, 2007; Owen, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007) comparatively higher pretest 
levels of LSE were anticipated in these individuals as were differential reactions to the 
intervention. Nonetheless, demographics suggested that the balance of the participants fit the 
profile for an emerging leader and would provide invaluable insights into LSE in the context 
of a development intervention. The pretest-posttest design considered the impact of any 
pretest differences on LSE. Random assignment to groups ensured that the groups were 
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reasonable comparable and the results measuring LSE there from amenable to statistical 
analysis.  
 
4.5.3. Attrition 
 Attrition from either the test or control group could have impaired internal validity of the 
study. Given the relatively small sample sizes, maintaining response rate and mitigating 
attrition was most important, particularly in the treatment group seven months after 
participation in the intervention. Differential attrition was one potential problem that was not 
controlled through random assignment (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). The control group 
may have been more disposed to respond as they had not have yet attended their session and 
were likely more enthusiastic about the ongoing research process. Thus, differential attrition 
was a potential threat.  
All attempts were made to solicit participation in the study. On three instances, NELI 
participants were invited to participate in the research. Only those participants who 
completed and returned the consent to participation were included. The timing of the LDP, 
NELI, precluded significant extensions to the time that participants had to complete and 
return research consent forms. For the same reason, the pretest could not be extended to 
garner more participation. For each subsequent phase of testing, the posttest and the delayed 
posttest, all efforts were made to sustain participation. Study participants were given three 
reminders to complete the questionnaire, including the LSEI. While participants were given 
the opportunity to do so, no participant formally elected to drop out of the study by 
completing and returning the forms indicating that they wished to withdraw consent to 
participate. 
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Pursuant to recommendations made by Creswell (2008), those who dropped out of the 
study were compared with those who remained in the study on the pretest measure to 
determine whether attrition had a significant effect on either the Cohort 1, test group, or 
Cohort 2, control group composition and thus, the findings. Independent samples t-tests were 
performed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program 
Version 20 to demonstrate that those participants who were assigned to the control group and 
who failed to participate in the posttest and/or the delayed posttest, were no different than 
those participants who were assigned to the control group and participated in all phases. The 
same tests using SPSS were undertaken for the test group participants. For both, Cohort 1, 
test group and Cohort 2, control group, the pretest scores were used to compare those who 
participated in all phases with those who did not. As all parametric tests, that is tests based 
on the normal distribution, include assumptions which must be fulfilled if the results of the 
tests are to be relied upon (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2010). Prior to conducting the analysis using 
t-tests, the five assumptions associated with all parametric tests, and thus, t-tests, were 
evaluated. The assumptions include: randomization, data measured at the interval or ratio 
level, independence of data, homogeneity of variance and the normal distribution of data.  
Scores on the LSEI pretest were at the ratio or scale level and were derived from the 
independent responses by individuals to the test, thus the related assumptions were satisfied. 
The test and control groups were created through random assignment. Deviations from 
homogeneity of variance are accommodated in t-tests should homogeneity not be achieved, 
through an adjustment to the degrees of freedom and thus need not be evaluated in advance 
of the t-test. The central limit theorem prescribes that for sample sizes in excess of 30, the 
distribution tends to be normal, regardless of the shape of the distribution derived from the 
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sample data (Agresti & Franklin, 2007; Field, 2009). However, the groups subject to 
comparison did not all have 30 participants. Accordingly, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (K-
S) and the Shipiro-Wilk test (S-W) were performed to assess normality in the test group and 
control group respectively. The two tests are interchangeable although the S-W may be more 
powerful in detecting differences from normality particularly where sample sizes are very 
small (Field, 2009).  
For the test group, at the 95% confidence level, neither the pretest LSEI scores for the 
participants who did not attrite from the study, D(27 ) = .16, ρ = .065 nor the pretest LSEI 
scores for the participants who did attrite from the study, D (11) = .16, ρ = .20 were 
significantly different from a normal distribution. For the control group, at the 95% 
confidence level, neither the pretest LSEI scores for the participants who did not attrite from 
the study, W(27 ) = .97, ρ = .58 nor the pretest LSEI scores for the participants who did 
attrite from the study, W (4) = .84, ρ = .19 were significantly different from a normal 
distribution. Thus, the assumption of normality was not violated in either the test of control 
groups relative to testing for attrition based on pretest LSEI scores. 
Attrition from the control group occurred at the posttest and delayed posttest phases. In 
total, n = 4 individuals participating in the research and assigned to the control group did not 
participate in either or both of the posttest and delayed posttest phases, n = 1 individuals did 
not complete the pretest, while n = 27 individuals assigned to the control group participated 
in all phases. For purposes of this analysis the individual who did not complete the pretest 
was treated as a non-participant in the research. Thereafter, the pretest scores of the 
individuals who failed to participate in the posttest and delayed posttest were compared to 
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the pretest scores of the individuals who participated in all phases of the experiment. The 
null hypothesis can be stated as follows: 
Ho = There is no difference between the pretest scores of those assigned to the control 
group who participated in subsequent phases of the experiment from those assigned to the 
control group who were failed to participate in one or more of the subsequent phases. 
The independent t-test showed that while on average the pretest LSEI scores for the control 
group members who participated in all phases (M = 666.74, SE = 20.55) were greater than 
those of the control group members who did not participate in all phases (M = 630.75, SE = 
41.62), at the .05 significance level the difference was not significant t (29) = 0.64, ρ=.526; a 
small effect d = 0.24, r = .12, 95 % CI [-78.62, 150.60].
Similarly, attrition from the test group was examined. Attrition from the test group 
occurred at the posttest and delayed posttest phases. In total, n = 11 individuals participating 
in the research and assigned to the test group did not participate in either or both of the 
posttest and delayed posttest phases while n = 27 individuals assigned to the test group 
participated in all phases. One individual, n = 1 failed to complete the pretest and thus for 
these purposes was considered a non-participant. The pretest scores of the individuals who 
failed to participate in the posttest or delayed posttest phases were compared to the pretest 
scores of the individuals who participated in all phases of the experiment. The null 
hypothesis can be stated as follows: 
Ho = There is no difference between the pretest scores of those assigned to the test group 
who participated in subsequent phases of the experiment from those assigned to the test 
group who were failed to participate in one or more of the subsequent phases. 
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The independent t-test showed that while on average, the pretest Leadership Self-efficacy 
Scores for the test group members who participated in all phases (M = 643.37, SE = 20.12) 
were less than those of the test group members who did not participate in all phases 
 (M = 657.45, SE = 25.92) at the .05 significance level the difference was not significant 
 t (36) = -.40, ρ=.695; a very small effect, d = 0.13, r = .07, 95% CI [-86.42, 58.25].
The t-tests showed that while attrition occurred, it did not have a significant effect on the 
results. There were also individuals who were randomly assigned to Cohort 1, test or Cohort 
2, control but who did not participate in any phase of the research. These non-participants 
also contributed to attrition in both the test and control groups but there were no pretest 
scores to use as a basis of comparison. To evaluate the potential bias that might have been 
created by non-participation, those participating in the research and assigned to the test 
group were compared with the non-participants who were assigned to the test group and 
those participating in the research and assigned to the control group were compared with the 
non-participants who were assigned to the control group. The two characteristics that were 
available for all NELI participants, years since graduation which was considered a proxy for 
potential experience, and age were used as a basis of comparison.  
First, the Shapiro-Wilk test to determine normality of the Age and Years since Graduation 
data for the participants and non-participants assigned to both the test and control groups was 
performed and yielded the results displayed in Table 4-10. The results in the test group at a 
95% level of confidence for both the Age and the Years since Graduation data for the 
participants were significantly non-normal. For the control group, at a 95% level of 
confidence, the Years since Graduation data from both the participants and the non-
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participants were significantly non-normal. Accordingly, non-parametric tests were used for 
the subsequent analysis.  
 
Table 4-10 Normality of Age and Years Since MLIS Graduation 
GROUP  Shapiro-Wilk Median Range 
Test Group N=43 W = Df ρ = Mdn = LL UL 
Age - Non-participants (NP)  n=5 .835 5 .153 33.00 28 47 
Age - Participants (P) n=38 .887 38 .001 33.00 27 53 
Years Since Graduation - (NP)  n=5 .803 5 .086 4.00 3 6 
Years Since Graduation - (P) n=38 .928 38 .017 5.00 1 12 
 
Control Group 
 
N=43 
 
W = 
 
Df 
 
ρ = 
 
Mdn = 
 
LL 
 
UL 
Age - (NP) n=12 .874 12 .074 30.50 28 40 
Age - (P) n=31 .941 31 .088 34.00 26 46 
Years Since Graduation - (NP) n=12 .804 12 .010 4.00 2 10 
Years Since Graduation - (P) n=31 .926 31 .033 4.00 0 10 
 
The non-parametric Mann-Whitney test which works with differences in the ranked 
scores in different groups (Field, 2009) was undertaken for both the test and control groups 
to determine if there was a difference between participants and non-participants on the basis 
of Age and Years since Graduation. For the test group, the Age of participants (Mdn = 
33.00) did not differ significantly from the Age of non-participants (Mdn = 33.00), U = 
88.00, z = -.266, ρ = .811 ns, r = .041, a very small effect. The Years since Graduation of the 
participants (Mdn = 5.00) did not differ significantly from the Years since Graduation of 
non-participants (Mdn = 4.00), U = 75.50, z = -.752, ρ = .472, ns, r = .115, a small effect. 
Similarly for the control group, the Age of participants (Mdn = 34.00) did not differ 
significantly from the Age of non-participants (Mdn = 30.50), U = 129.00, z = -1.549, ρ = 
.127, ns, r = .236, a medium effect. The Years since Graduation of the participants (Mdn = 
4.00) did not differ significantly from the Years since Graduation of non-participants (Mdn = 
4.00), U = 157.00, z = -.802, ρ = .446, ns, r = .122, a small effect.  
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On the basis of Age and Years since Graduation, non-participants originally assigned to 
either the control or test group did not differ significantly from participants such that the 
composition of the two groups was not significantly affected nor were the results of the 
experiment. Furthermore, neither attrition nor non-participation significantly affected the 
internal validity or the inference transferability of the research.  
 
4.6. Data Analysis – Quantitative - Experiment  
The online Leadership Questionnaire (Appendix C) generated demographic information 
and quantitative leadership self-efficacy (LSE) data associated with the experiment. The 
demographic information was tabulated and frequencies were calculated and have been 
presented in Section 4.5.2 - Characteristics of the Research Participants. The quantitative 
data, LSE scores, were collected for all test and control group members at each of three time 
periods. The analysis of that data involved the calculation of both descriptive and inferential 
statistics that have been described in detail in this section.  
The Equivalent Pretest-Posttest Control Group design, a Between Group research design, 
inherently implied that participants were randomly assigned to the treatment and control 
groups and that the LSE scores of the test group which was exposed to the intervention 
would be compared to the scores of the control group which was not exposed to the 
intervention (Field, 2009). Furthermore, the design dictated that pretest levels of LSE were 
to be considered and thus, the evaluation of posttest or delayed posttest LSE alone was 
insufficient. As the goal was generalizability of the results, statistical tests were selected to 
determine whether the test group and the individuals therein, that were exposed to the LDP 
exhibited significantly different changes in LSE scores than did the control group and the 
individuals that was not exposed to the LDP.  
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There were two statistical methods that have been used extensively to evaluate whether 
pretest to posttest differences in the test group were significantly different from those in the 
control group (Cribbie & Jamieson, 2004). The first compares gain scores or difference 
scores, calculated as the difference between the pretest and the posttest, in each of the two 
groups. The second method treats the pretest as a covariate of the dependent variable, the 
posttest, and thereafter compares the scores between the two groups. Parametric tests were 
used to compare the test and control group gain scores and to evaluate the after intervention 
scores of individuals after considering the pretest scores as a covariate. The appropriate use 
of parametric tests and the assumptions underlying these tests have been presented later in 
the section. In this study, gain scores have been assessed using Independent t-tests or 
ANOVA, as appropriate, while ANCOVA and the Johnson-Neyman technique have been 
used to explore the results with the pretest as a covariate.  
There has been significant debate as to whether gain score analysis (GSA) or ANCOVA 
provides more reliable results. Typically, GSA and ANCOVA were thought to provide 
similar results and subsequent research has confirmed that they do provide similar results 
when the groups are equivalent at the pretest (Smolkowski, 2010). However, Lord’s Paradox 
illustrated an instance where the results were divergent such that the GSA failed to detect a 
significant difference that was detected by ANCOVA (Cribbie & Jamieson, 2004; Lord, 
1956). While the reliability of GSA has been challenged particularly with reference to Lord’s 
Paradox, Bonate (2000) outlined the body of research and underlying methodology that 
supported the reliability of GSA while acknowledging that ANCOVA presented a potentially 
more powerful analysis in many cases. Thus, in a majority of cases where the regression 
slope does not equal 1, ANCOVA is a more powerful test but where the regression slope is 
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equal to 1, gain scores with ANOVA or t-tests provide more power (Dimitrov & Rumrill, 
2003). Nonetheless, Bonate (2000) and Knapp and Schafer (2009) argued that t-tests of gain 
scores were advantageous because they were both simple to understand and easy to apply. 
Moreover, ANCOVA has an inherent assumption that the groups were equivalent at the 
pretest although random assignment does not guarantee equivalency (Cribbie & Jamieson, 
2004). In the absence of equivalency ANCOVA does not control for baseline differences but 
tends to favor the group with the higher pretest scores (Jamieson, 1999).  
Because random assignment does not guarantee equivalency and because equivalency is 
paramount to the reliable use of ANCOVA, t-tests were undertaken to determine 
equivalency of the test and control groups at the pretest. Both gain scores and ANCOVA 
have some advantages and disadvantages such that their application must be appropriate to 
the situation. Thus, both gain scores and ANCOVA were necessary.  
Furthermore, the most significant difference between the methods and the most 
compelling rationale for using both methods was that GSA and ANCOVA addressed 
different research questions or hypotheses (Cribbie & Jamieson, 2004; Jamieson, 1999; 
Knapp & Schafer, 2009). As suggested by Jamieson (1999) ANCOVA asked a conditional 
question about relative change in two groups drawn from a population with the same 
baseline mean. Specifically, Cribbie and Jamieson (2004) and Smolkowski (2010) asserted 
that t-tests or ANOVA on gains scores assessed the change from pretest to posttest on the 
mean scores of whole groups; the test group and the control group. However, ANCOVA 
addressed the “effect of the treatment on the posttest that is not predictable from the pretest” 
(Cribbie & Jamieson, 2004, p. 39) that is “whether an individual belonging to the one group 
is expected to change more (or less) than an individual belonging to the other group, given 
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that they have the same baseline response” (Fitzmaurice et al., 2004, p. 124).Even though the 
results from GSA and ANCOVA were expected to be similar if the groups were determined 
to be equivalent at the pretest, the pragmatic foundation suggested that the research question 
was best addressed both from the group and individual perspective. Thus, this investigation 
used GSA to test the hypotheses related to the group means and ANCOVA to test the 
hypotheses related to the posttest comparison of individuals who were comparable at the 
pretest.  
As noted in Section 3.9 - Quantitative and Qualitative Integration, the data analysis for 
the quantitative instrument and the qualitative questionnaire were independent of one 
another. The analysis of the qualitative study has been provided in section 4.12 - Qualitative 
Data Analysis and the integration of the quantitative and qualitative data has been discussed 
in section 4.14 - Quantitative and Qualitative Integration - Data Analysis and Interpretation.  
 
4.6.1. Data Cleansing 
Before any analysis was undertaken, the data from all three phases of the quantitative 
questionnaire, the pretest, the posttest and delayed posttest was reviewed for completeness 
and appropriateness. The review of the responses from each participant indicated that 
participants either answered all questions or did not complete the questionnaire. Missing 
data, therefore, was not a problem. Attrition was discussed in Section 4.5.3 - Attrition. 
 Both the questionnaire design and the Survey Monkey software prevented invalid 
responses; that is participants were required to select a level of self-confidence between 0 
and 10 such that the Survey Monkey prohibited responses outside of the specified range. The 
results from the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest were reviewed for each participant to 
ensure that the appropriate individualized participant code was used in all three instances and 
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that the three sets of results belonged to the same participant. While participants were given 
unique codes so that their results could be evaluated over time, it was possible that 
participants could have inadvertently shared links to the survey and thus personalized codes. 
Thus, the responses from the pretest, the posttest and the delayed posttest which constituted a 
data set for each individual, were reviewed to ensure that the responses to the questions that 
collected demographic data such as age, years since graduation, gender and type of library 
which were identical across all three instances of the questionnaire signifying it was the 
same individual responding in all three phases.  
 
4.6.2. Descriptive Statistics  
 Descriptive statistics were the foundation for subsequent statistical tests and provided a 
description of the data relative to its dispersion and normality. The statistics for the mean, 
trimmed mean, median, standard deviation and confidence intervals were calculated using 
SPSS Version 20. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test/Statistic (K-S), a test to determine 
whether the distributions were normal was also calculated using SPSS. The descriptive 
statistics were reviewed to gain a better understanding of the data; to assess normality and to 
determine the potential for bias created by a violation of the parametric assumptions or 
through the presence of outliers.  
The K-S test represented in Table 4-11 suggests that the data for both the test group and 
the control group at the pretest, posttest, delayed posttest and for the gain scores appears 
normal as evidenced by the non-significant ρ values. An inspection of the mean and median 
values supported this result in that they were relatively similar (Agresti & Franklin, 2007). 
The minimum and maximum values suggested that all scores were within the ranges 
expected for the measurement instrument.  
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Table 4-11 Descriptive Statistics - Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) - All Groups - All Time Periods 
 Pretest Posttest Gain Score – 
(Posttest-Pretest) 
Delayed Posttest Gain Score – 
(Delayed-Pretest) 
GROUP   Test  
N=35 
Control   
N=29 
  Test 
N=35 
Control   
N=29 
Test 
N=35 
Control 
N=29 
Test 
N=29 
Control 
N=28 
Test 
N=29 
Control 
N=28 
 
M 
 
655.80 
 
660.72 
 
725.37 
 
662.45 
 
69.57 
 
1.72 
 
700.97 
 
678.82 
 
62.45 
 
9.04 
           
95%  CI-LL  622.23 620.63 698.45 621.41 37.88 -16.57 662.36 640.93 19.60 -17.08 
 
95%  CI-UL 689.37 700.82 752.29 703.49 101.26 20.02 739.58 716.71 105.29 35.5 
 
Trimmed  
Mean -5% 
 
 
654.51 
 
 
664.54 
 
 
725.32 
 
 
670.65 
 
 
64.62 
 
 
1.25 
 
 
704.74 
 
 
684.86 
 
 
64.32 
 
 
9.87 
           
SD 97.73 105.41 78.37 107.89 92.26 48.10 101.51 97.72 112.64 67.34 
 
Mdn 663 666 722 668 53 -7 719 697 64 28.5 
 
Minimum 501 372 585 282 -94 -90 472 408 -229 -149 
Maximum 842 864 865 826 354 97 866 823 304 154 
           
Normalcy  
K-S  
D(35)= 
.115,  
ρ=.200 
D(29)= 
.084, 
ρ=.200 
D(35)= 
.076, 
ρ=.200 
D(29)= 
.122, 
ρ=.200 
D(35)= 
.134, 
ρ=.116 
D(29)= 
.102, 
ρ=200 
D(29)= 
.128, 
ρ=.200 
D(28)= 
.101, 
ρ=.200 
D(29)= 
.084, 
ρ=.200 
D(28)= 
.147, 
ρ=.128 
 
Table 4-12 Descriptive Statistics - Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) - Median Split Test Subgroups - All Time 
Periods 
 Pretest Posttest Gain Score – 
(Posttest-Pretest) 
Delayed Posttest Gain Score – 
(Delayed-Pretest) 
SUB GROUP  A 
N=18 
B      
N=17 
    A 
N=18 
B      
N=17 
A 
N=18 
B N=17 A1 
N=14 
B1 
N=15 
A1 
N=14 
B1 
N=15 
 
M 
 
736.39 
 
570.47 
 
747.61 
 
701.82 
 
11.22 
 
131.35 
 
741.00 
 
663.30 
 
12.50 
 
109.07 
           
SE 13.07 10.82 15.45 20.78 11.52 21.24 18.05 29.75 26.48 27.61 
           
95%  CI-LL 708.82 547.54 715.03 657.76 -13.08 86.34 702.01 599.80 -44.71 49.85 
95%  CI–UL 763.95 593.40 780.20 745.88 35.52 176.37 779.99 727.40 69.71 168.29 
 
Trimmed  
Mean -5% 
 
 
734.60 
 
 
569.30 
 
 
746.29 
 
 
699.25 
 
 
13.02 
 
 
126.34 
 
 
743.94 
 
 
663.00 
 
 
18.50 
 
 
107.52 
           
SD 55.43 44.59 65.53 85.70 48.86 87.56 67.54 115.21 99.08 106.94 
Mdn 742 568 746 710 22.5 126 732.5 673 16 99 
 
Minimum 663 501 655 585 -94 -1 584 472 -229 -58 
Maximum 842 661 864 865 84 354 845 866 146 304 
           
Normality  
K-S  
D(18)= 
.127,  
ρ=.200 
D(17)= 
.120, 
ρ=.200 
D(18)= 
.160, 
ρ=.200 
D(17)= 
.128, 
ρ=.200 
D(18)= 
.150, 
ρ=.200 
D(17)= 
.144, 
ρ=200 
D(14)= 
.121, 
ρ=.200 
D(15)= 
.112, 
ρ=.200 
D(14)= 
.123, 
ρ=.200 
D(15)= 
.108, 
ρ=.200 
A= Above Median includes median  
B= Below Median 
A1= Above Median 
B1= Below Median includes median 
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When the test group was split into two subgroups based on pretest LSE scores; one with 
scores above the median and one with scores below the median, the descriptive statistics 
were examined for dispersion and normality. The K-S test shown in Table 4-12 is indicative 
of non-significant ρ values and thus confirms that the data is normal for all subgroups and at 
all stages of testing. The minimum and maximum values are within the expected range and 
appropriate for the LSEI instrument. The mean and median scores of each group and 
subgroup are reasonably similar.  
Table 4-13 Descriptive Statistics - Leadership Self-Efficacy ( LSE) by Gender - Test Group 
 Pretest Posttest Gain Score – 
(Posttest-Pretest) 
Delayed Posttest Gain Score – 
(Delayed-
Pretest) 
GROUP Male 
   N=5 
Female   
N=30 
    Male 
    N=5 
Female   
N=30 
Male 
N=5 
Female  
N=30 
Male 
N=6 
Female 
N=23 
Male 
N=6 
Female 
N=23 
 
M 
 
556.00 
 
672.43 
 
632.40 
 
740.87 
 
76.40 
 
68.43 
 
608.17 
 
725.17 
 
52.33 
 
65.09 
SE 21.94 17.19 31.76 12.61 14.29 18.10 49.37 17.23 37.65 24.83 
           
95%  CI-LL  495.10 637.28 544.21 715.09 36.73 31.41 481.25 689.44 -44.44 13.59 
95%  CI-UL 616.90 707.59 720.59 766.65 116.07 105.46 735.09 760.91 149.11 116.58 
 
Trimmed  
Mean -5% 
 
 
554.89 
 
 
672.28 
 
 
628.28 
 
 
740.11 
 
 
75.44 
 
 
62.96 
 
 
609.46 
 
 
726.02 
 
 
52.26 
 
 
67.78 
SD 49.05 94.14 71.02 69.04 31.95 99.15 120.94 82.63 92.214 119.08 
Mdn 538 673.5 596 739 64 44.5 628.5 727 44.5 64 
           
Minimum 501 511 585 630 47 -94 472 570 -58 -229 
Maximum 631 842 754 865 123 354 721 866 164 304 
           
Normality  
K-S -  
D(5)= 
.243, 
ρ=.200 
D(30)= 
.109, 
ρ=.200 
D(5)= 
.296, 
ρ=176 
D(30)= 
.097, 
ρ=.200 
D(5)= 
.251, 
ρ=.200 
D(30)= 
.140, 
ρ=.136 
D(6)= 
.293, 
ρ=.117 
D(23)= 
.082, 
ρ=.200 
D(6)= 
.184, 
ρ=.200 
D(23)= 
.114, 
ρ=.200 
	
Because research identified that gender was a predictor of LSE (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 
McCormick et al., 2002; Owen, 2008; Schyns et al., 2008) descriptive statistics were 
calculated for the groups and subgroups based on gender and displayed in Tables 4-13, 4-14 
and 4-15.Table 4-13 suggests that the gender-based subgroups of the test group have normal 
distributions based on the results of the K-S for which the ρ values are indicative of non-
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significant results. When group size is less than five, the Shapiro-Wilks (S-W) test provides 
a more accurate assessment of normality (Field, 2009). Thus S-W has been used to assess 
normality of the male subgroups. The results of the K-S and the S-W tests for the gender 
based subgroups of the control group displayed in Table 4-14 are also indicative of non-
significant ρ values and thus a normal distribution. 
Table 4-14 Descriptive Statistics - Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) by Gender - Control Group 
 Pretest Posttest Gain Score – 
(Posttest-Pretest) 
Delayed Posttest Gain Score – 
(Delayed-
Pretest) 
GROUP Male 
   N=3 
Female   
N=26 
    Male 
    N=3 
Female   
N=26 
Male 
N=3 
Female  
N=26 
Male 
N=4 
Female 
N=24 
Male 
N=4 
Female 
N=24 
 
M 
 
709.67 
 
655.08 
 
704.33 
 
657.62 
 
-5.33 
 
2.54 
 
716.00 
 
672.63 
 
-4.25 
 
11.25 
           
SE 84.70 20.00 72.25 21.08 16.83 9.84 25.01 21.02 51.54 12.75 
           
95%  CI-LL 345.21 613.88 393.49 614.21 -77.73 -17.72 636.41 629.14 -168.28 -15.12 
95%  CI–UL 1000 696.27 1000 701.02 67.06 22.80 795.59 716.11 159.78 37.62 
Trimmed  
Mean -5% 
 
N/A 
 
661.24 
 
N/A 
 
666.77 
 
N/A 
 
2.23 
 
717.56 
678.39  
-.56 
 
9.84 
           
SD 146.71 101.99 125.13 107.47 29.14 50.17 50.02 102.97 103.08 62.46 
Mdn 693 661 711 664.5 4 -8.5 730 685.5 29 28.5 
           
Minimum 572 372 576 282 -38 -90 646 408 -149 -102 
Maximum 864 802 826 820 18 97 758 823 74 154 
           
Normality 
 K-S = D, or 
 S-W= W           
W(3)= 
.990, 
ρ=.812 
D(26)= 
.100, 
ρ=.200 
W(3)= 
.998, 
ρ=.912 
D(26)= 
.142, 
ρ=.191 
W(3)= 
.923, 
ρ=.463 
D(26)= 
.128, 
ρ=.200 
W(4)= 
.895, 
ρ=.407 
D(24)= 
.083, 
ρ=.200 
W(4)= 
.856, 
ρ=.248 
D(24)= 
.147, 
ρ=.192 
	
Descriptive statistics were also calculated and reviewed based on gender at the pretest 
level without assignment to groups and are displayed in Table 4-15.That is, at the pretest 
level, descriptive statistics were calculated and reviewed for all males and for all females 
participating in the research. Again, the S-W test with non-significant ρ values showed that 
the group of all females and the group of all males were both normally distributed.  
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Table 4-15 Descriptive Statistics - LSE by Gender - All Research Participants 
 Pretest 
GROUP Male 
N=10 
Female      
 N=59 
 
M 
 
556.00 
 
659.53 
SE 21.94 12.72 
95%  CI-LL 495.10 634.06 
95%  CI–
UL  
616.90 684.99 
 
Trimmed 
Mean -5% 
 
 
554.89 
 
 
662.08 
 
SD 
 
49.05 
 
97.71 
Mdn 538 664 
Minimum 501 372 
Maximum 631 842 
Normality 
 S-W  
W(10) = .87, ρ=.10 
 
W(59) = .98, ρ=.28 
 
4.6.3. Data Analysis - Parametric Tests and Assumptions 
The experimental results were derived from the scores on the LSEI and analyzed with a 
variety of parametric tests including independent t-tests, ANOVA and ANCOVA as 
appropriate for the pretest-posttest equivalent control group design and the various 
hypotheses that were formulated to adequately address the research questions. Although 
parametric tests have been found to be generally robust and thus resilient to the violation of 
the associated assumptions (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2010), the following assumptions were 
evaluated or tested, as appropriate, to ensure the applicability and validity of the parametric 
tests: 
1. As the dependent variable was measured on a scale from 0 – 10, it adhered to the criteria 
that the dependent variable be measured at the interval or ratio level (Pallant, 2010). 
2. Random assignment of participants to the test or control groups fulfilled the condition of 
randomization (Doncaster & Davey, 2007). 
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3. Although parametric tests have been found to be robust when sample sizes approximated 
or were greater than 30 and when the group sizes were relatively equal, (Field, 2009; 
Pallant, 2010) the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) or Shapiro-Wilks (S-W) tests were 
performed to assess normality. As discussed in Section 4.6.2 – Descriptive Statistics, the 
data in all groups was found to approximate the normal distribution. 
4. The criteria of Independence of Observation meant that the data collected from one 
participant must not have been influenced by that collected from any other participant 
(Field, 2009; Pallant, 2010). Moreover, both Field (2009) and Pallant (2010) suggested 
that the performance of people working in small groups was potentially in violation of the 
criteria if the behavior of one of the group members influenced that of the others. The 
individual measurements of LSE were conducted independently in a private and 
confidential setting and the scores for one individual did not influence the collection and 
scoring of another individual. Furthermore, assignment to groups was random and not 
based on pretest scores that supported independence (Bonate, 2000). While the 
intervention placed individuals in teams, the study was interested in the perceptions of 
individual leadership self-efficacy that is determined by many factors outside of the 
environment. Furthermore, LSE has been influenced by social persuasion and vicarious 
experience, which are inherent in team settings, but which affect different individuals 
differently. Thus, the criteria were not violated.  
5. Homogeneity of Variance, the presumption that the groups were obtained from the 
population with equal variances such that the variability of each group was approximately 
equal (Pallant, 2010) was tested in conjunction with each parametric test in SPSS. 
Levene’s test was performed as part of the t-tests and ANOVA in SPSS to test the null 
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hypothesis that the variances were equal (Field, 2009). When Levene’s test was 
significant the correction provided by SPSS was utilized for t-tests and the Brown-
Forsythe or Welch’s F value for ANOVA. However, because ANOVA is robust to 
homogeneity of variance violations when group sizes are equal (Field, 2009) and equal is 
defined as the ratio of the group sizes of approximately 1.5 or less (Pallant, 2010), in 
these circumstances the correction was not applied.  
ANCOVA had two additional assumptions, the Independence of the Covariate and 
Treatment Effect (Field, 2009) which have been mitigated through random assignment to the 
test and control groups and the subsequent determination that the groups were equivalent as 
well as the Homogeneity of Regression Slopes (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2010; Rutherford, 
2007). The Homogeneity of Regression Slopes (HOS) was tested by plotting the regression 
lines for the dependent variable LSEPost and the Covariate, LSEPre and comparing the slopes. 
The test was also performed though a customization of the ANCOVA model within SPSS by 
including the interaction between the independent variable, Group, and the covariate, LSEPre 
to determine whether there was a significant interaction effect and thus violation of the 
assumption. When the assumption was violated the Johnson-Neyman (J-N) procedure was 
used instead of ANCOVA.  
	
4.6.4. Outliers 
As outliers, scores significantly higher or lower than the majority of scores, could have 
had an effect on the statistical tests, SPSS Version 20 was used to identify outliers in the 
data. SPSS generated boxplots for the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest LSE scores as 
well as the gain scores for both the control and test groups. Boxplots were also created for                             
the pretest, posttest, delayed posttest and gain scores for the test and control groups on the 
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basis of gender and for the Median Splits analysis, where two test subgroups were created by 
dividing the test group between those with scores above the median and those with scores 
below the median. The boxplots of the data sets provided a visual depiction of the scores that 
were deemed outliers.  
A review of the boxplots ascertained that there were no extreme outliers in any of the data 
sets. However, in the control group the scores from one participant were considered outliers 
and were detected in the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest scores in all data sets. Often 
outliers are removed through data transformation (Field, 2009). However, the outlier in this 
instance was not removed because the primary interest in the statistical analyses was in gain 
scores. The data for that participant did not reflect gain scores outside the majority of the 
scores. A comparison of the means and trimmed means for the control group data sets as 
presented in Table 4-11 Descriptive Statistics - Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) - All Groups - 
All Time Periods and Table 4-14 Descriptive Statistics - Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) by 
Gender - Control Group suggested that the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest outliers had 
no significant effect on the data (Pallant, 2010). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test/Statistic (K-
S) score indicated that the distributions were not significantly different from normal which 
was further evidence that the outliers had no significant effect.  
In addition to the outliers associated with a single participant in the control group, there 
were two scores that were considered to be outliers in the test group however they occurred 
only at the delayed posttest. An examination of the mean and trimmed mean presented in 
Table 4-11 Descriptive Statistics - Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) - All Groups - All Time 
Periods suggested that as the mean and trimmed mean were not significantly different these 
outliers had no significant effect on the statistical analysis. The K-S statistic also suggested 
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that the data was not significantly different from normal and thus affirmed the decision to 
retain the data without transformation. In reviewing the data for the Median Splits and 
gender analyses the test group in each had an individual score that was considered an outlier. 
However, as discussed previously these scores were not removed because the primary 
research interest was in the gain scores. In these instances the means and trimmed means and 
the K-S statistics suggested that the outliers did not have a significant effect on the data.  
Because gain scores were important to the research design, outliers in the gain scores that 
represented the difference between the pretest and posttest results and the difference between 
the pretest and delayed posttest results were carefully examined. The gain score data for the 
test group displayed a single outlier in the gain score representing the difference between the 
pretest and posttest. The same outlier was present in the gain scores related to gender. The 
K-S statistic in Tables 4-11 and 4-13 for the gain score test group data showed that the data 
was not significantly non-normal. However, the mean and trimmed mean pairs of 69.57 and 
64.62 from Table 4-11 and 68.43 and 62.96 from Table 4-13 suggested that the score might 
have had some effect of the data set, although not enough to make the data set non-normal. 
Furthermore, the outlier was neither extreme, nor was it evident in the data subjected to 
median splits but rather was a valid score and a single occurrence. The statistical conclusions 
were not likely to be compromised if the score was retained as both the mean and trimmed 
mean were significantly larger than the mean of the comparable control group as evidenced 
in Tables 4-11 and 4-13. The integrated analysis and mixed methods approach suggested that 
this score would be important in the overall analysis. Thus, the score was retained without 
any transformation of the data.  
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4.6.5. Data Analyses - Hypotheses Testing - Group Comparisons  
One object of the experiment was to determine whether a group exposed to a leadership 
development intervention experienced increases in Leadership Self-efficacy (LSE) as a result 
of that intervention. Thus, the gains in LSE in the test group were compared to those in the 
control group immediately after the intervention and seven months thereafter to determine 
whether the intervention was effective. To compare the gains between the test group and the 
control group Independent-means t-tests were used to test the hypotheses and to determine 
significant differences in the means of the two groups. The “group,” test or control was the 
independent variable and the LSE score, LSEPost or LSEDelayed, the dependent variable. The 
purpose of the measurement of LSE seven months after the intervention, LSEDelayed , was to 
see if the effect of the intervention was sustained over time. However, a dependent t-test and 
time series design was not appropriate as the experimental intervention was a single 
application as opposed to a series of treatments and there was no intent to evaluate the 
changes between the posttest and delayed posttest measurement periods.  
To minimize the risk of rejecting the null hypothesis when it was in fact true, Type 1 
error, the significance level, α, for the tests was set at .05 (Pallant, 2010). Previous research 
(Augustin, 2003; Feeney, 2006) suggested that the test group should have exhibited greater 
gains in LSE than the control group, thus an alternative hypothesis was used and a more 
powerful one tailed test was performed (Field, 2009). In some instances, the assumption that 
the variances were homogenous was violated resulting in a significant result when Levene's 
test was conducted. However, SPSS calculated the correction for the violation and provided 
an adjusted t value and significance level for the test. The effect size was determined and a 
value for Cohen’s d and r were presented and evaluated. The statistical power, the ability of 
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the test to detect a significant difference between means when it exists, (Pallant, 2010) was 
calculated using G*Power 3.1.5. As Pallant (2010) suggested, the power analysis was used 
to determine whether the results were reliable, particularly when no significant difference 
was detected between groups. When the calculated power was less the .8, the minimum 
desirable level, (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2010) the results were evaluated in the context of the 
power assessment.  
 
4.6.6. Data Analyses – Hypotheses Testing – Individual Comparisons 
ANCOVA was first used to test hypotheses which predicted the effects of a LDP on 
individuals in the test group compared to individuals who had similar levels of pretest LSE 
in the control group immediately after the intervention and seven months hence. The null 
hypotheses were modified to create alternative hypotheses that predicted greater increases in 
LSE in participants exposed to the LDP. Group was the independent variable, LSEPre the 
covariate and either LSEPost or LSEDelayed the dependent variable. Because the data for 
LSEDelayed was not in violation of the assumptions, including HOS, ANCOVA was suitable 
for the analysis. The effect size, partial eta squared (partial ɳ2) was calculated and evaluated 
as was the statistical power.  
HOS was violated by the LSEPost data set and ANCOVA was determined a less than 
desirable test. The Johnson-Neyman Procedure (J-N) was an alternative to ANCOVA when 
the assumption of HOS was violated (D’Alonzo, 2004; Karpman, 1983). Karpman (1983) 
suggested that the technique "determines the region(s) of the covariate(s) where significant 
differences occur between treatments on the criterion measure" (p. 138). D'Alonzo (2004) 
advocated for the use of the J-N technique when there was a "suspected treatment -covariate 
interaction" (p. 6) and acknowledged that was particularly useful when a treatment might 
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have had different effects depending on some other psychological characteristic of the 
individual. As pretest levels of LSE were known to affect posttest LSE, the J-H procedure 
was an appropriate test for the posttest data set. Accordingly, the J-N procedure was applied 
to the posttest data using the Quick Johnson-Neyman Procedure Calculator for Excel 
(Oshima, 2012b) to obtain the lower and upper bounds for the scores of the individuals who 
experienced a significant effect as a result of the LDP. 
 
4.6.7. Data Analyses – Split Group – Group Comparisons 
Pretest data for the test and control groups was split at the respective medians to create 
subgroups below the median and above the median. Research undertaken by McCormick 
and Tanguma (2007) showed that when data was split at the median, the subgroup with 
pretest scores below the median had significantly greater post intervention gains in LSE than 
did the group with pretest scores above median. The result was consistent with the work of 
Gist and Mitchell (1992) that attributed the differential gains in part to ceiling effects. 
Because previous research acknowledged differential gains in LSE dependent on pre-
intervention levels of LSE, this research examined the differential effects of a LDP on 
groups with relatively higher and lower levels of pretest LSE.  
The data was split at the median and t-tests were used to compare the means of the group 
scores above the median and below the median to determine if there was a significant 
difference at the pretest. Thereafter, two subgroups were created, one with pretest scores 
below the median and one with pretest scores above the median. The means of the test group 
below the median and the test group above the median were compared at the posttest and 
delayed posttest to those of the control group. In these instances where more than two means 
were compared, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether the 
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differences in means were significant. Field (2009) suggested that ANOVA was superior to a 
series of independent t-tests as it managed the familywise error rate. As an omnibus test, 
ANOVA was only able to determine that a significant difference existed and could not 
determine between which groups the difference persisted (Field, 2009). Thus, to determine 
which groups differed, Planned Comparisons and Post Hoc tests were conducted using 
SPSS. Planned Comparisons were undertaken when previous research suggested the likely 
outcomes so that these could be hypothesized and tested in such a way to control for the 
familywise error rate. Conversely, appropriate Post Hoc tests were done in SPSS to control 
the error rate when there was no anticipated hypothesis (Field, 2009).  
The comparison of individuals and ANCOVA was not conducted because in creating two 
groups, split at the median score, the random assignment to groups, the foundation for causal 
explanation was compromised. D'Alonzo (2004) noted the controversy around the practice of 
using ANCOVA to statistically equate two non-equivalent groups in quasi-experimental 
designs. Furthermore, groups derived from a median split were expected to have large 
pretest differences; ANCOVA should not be used as a control mechanism (Cribbie & 
Jamieson, 2004).  
Field (2009), while acknowledging the common procedure, suggested that median splits 
were "the devil's work" (p. 339) because they dichotomized a continuous variable. The 
disadvantage of the median split was that "it does not provide specific information about the 
region of insignificance for groups differences associated with different levels of treatment" 
(D'Alonzo, 2004, p. 3). However, Field conceded that it was reasonable to dichotomize the 
data when there was substantive research and theory to support doing so but a more 
meaningful break point other than the median should be used. Research by McCormick and 
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Tanguma (2007) validated the use of the median as a reasonable point to split the data in the 
assessment of LSE interventions. For that reason, the median was used in this investigation. 
Based on the results derived from the J-H procedure herein the median was a conservative 
point at which to split the data.  
 
4.6.8. Data Analyses – Gender Effects 
Because previous research (Dugan & Komives, 2007; McCormick et al., 2002; Owen, 
2008; Schyns et al., 2008) suggested that gender was a significant factor in LSE such that 
males tended to exhibit higher levels of LSE than females, it was important to consider 
whether gender was a mediating variable in this study. The mean LSE of female participants 
in the test group was compared to the mean LSE of male participants in the test group at the 
pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest time periods. Similarly, the mean LSE of female 
participants in the control group was compared to the mean LSE of male participants in the 
control group at the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest time periods to determine whether 
there were significant differences; t-tests were used for the comparisons. The effect size and 
power were calculated and evaluated for the tests.  
 
4.6.9. Data Analyses – Training and Experience Effects 
 Since experience affected self-efficacy (Chan & Drasgow, 2001, Dugan & Komives, 
2007; Owen, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007) it was important to determine whether 
experience was a mediating or extraneous variable. Experience prior to the intervention was 
controlled in both the test and control groups with the pretest. To determine whether 
experience gained between the pretest and posttest and delayed posttest was an extraneous 
variable the amount of leadership training and experience outside of the intervention and 
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declared by participants in the Leadership Questionnaire Part A - Background Information, 
was examined and evaluated for changes between the measurement periods.  
 
4.7. Qualitative Investigation 
The qualitative investigation was undertaken to address the second and third research 
questions.  
Question 2:  
What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program are 
relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? 
Question 3:  
What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library leadership 
development program that make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in 
emerging leaders? 
The research questions were about gaining an understanding as to how leadership self-
efficacy was developed in a leadership development intervention. A qualitative study was 
best able to provide answers to these questions which were about "understanding the process 
by which events and actions take place" (Maxwell, 2005, p. 23).  
As described in Chapter 3, the mixed methods research was characterized by a dominant 
quantitative investigation with an embedded qualitative study; a QUAN(qual) design. Thus, 
the theoretical drive was largely determined by the dominant quantitative study (Morse et al., 
2006). Maxwell (2005) suggested that qualitative methodology encompasses the setting, the 
participants, the process and timing, and the data collection and analysis with the ultimate 
goal being the validity of the research. However, the setting, the timing, the participants and 
213 
	
to a certain extent the nature of the sampling in the qualitative investigation was determined 
or influenced by the dominant quantitative methodology. 
Given that evaluation research formed part of the theoretical framework for the study, 
qualitative, utilization-focused evaluation research was a natural focus for the qualitative 
investigation. Because utilization-focused evaluation research focuses on the creation of new 
and practical knowledge that is embraced by users in enacting change both the users and the 
uses of the research must be identified (Patton, 2002). The users of this research are not only 
those associated with the research setting, NELI, but the broader community interested in 
creating or improving leadership development interventions for emerging leaders. The 
research should be used to inform and improve the content and structure of leadership 
development interventions focused on leadership self-efficacy development. Thus, the 
qualitative methods, data collection and analysis collectively considered both the users and 
uses of the research results.  
Qualitative research implied an inductive design. This research employed analytic 
induction. Analytic induction begins with the researcher's deductions and hypotheses or 
through the application of a previously derived theoretical framework, after which 
qualitative data is used to verify and enhance the theory whereby "the researcher strives to 
look at the data afresh for undiscovered patterns and emergent understandings (inductive 
analysis)" (Patton, 2002, p. 454). The theoretical framework rooted in social cognitive theory 
espoused by Bandura (1997) and Wood and Bandura (1989) and in self-efficacy 
development championed by Bandura (1994, 1997) and Gist and Mitchell (1992) provided a 
rich deductive starting point for analytic induction and the foundation for the accompanying 
inductive analysis. Analytic induction was accomplished through content analysis, which 
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broadly included both thematic and pattern analyses. Patton (2002) asserted that the ideal 
qualitative study was comprised of three parts: qualitative data, an inductive design and 
content analysis (p. 248).  
 
4.8. The Setting 
The single setting for the qualitative investigation was a North American library 
leadership development program, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI). 
NELI was purposively chosen as the setting for the dominant experimental phase of this 
QUAN(qual) design. Because the qualitative investigation complemented the experiment, it 
was important that the setting was the same for both phases of investigation. NELI was not 
only a representative leadership development program but was interested in the research for 
evaluative purposes. The details of the setting have been discussed extensively in section 
3.10 The Intervention and Setting, and have not been repeated here.  
Most significantly, NELI allocated time during the program to facilitate qualitative data 
collection. The offer of allocated time influenced both the sample selection and data 
collection method. However, it offered significant advantages as it ameliorated any issues 
that research participants might have had relative to time or ability to participate in the 
qualitative component.  
 
4.9. Participants in the Qualitative Investigation 
Participants for the qualitative investigation were drawn from the participants of the 
Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute. As noted in this chapter in section 4.5, The 
Participants, individuals who agreed to participate in the research and completed the 
necessary documentation to do so, the research participants were randomly assigned to either 
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Cohort 1, the test group or to Cohort 2, the control group for the purposes of the experiment. 
Cohort 1, the test group was comprised of 39 research participants.  
Pursuant to the discussion on mixed methods integration, the qualitative data was to be 
collected from the same population of research participants as was the experimental data. 
However, the control group was not considered for participation in the qualitative 
component of the research as the qualitative instrument would have had to apply to the 
respondents (Dillman et al., 2009). The qualitative instrument was populated with questions 
relating to the intervention and thus would not have been meaningful to the members of the 
control group who had not yet received the intervention. Thus, only the 39 participants 
assigned to Cohort 1, the test group were considered for participation. All 39 completed the 
questionnaire. The description of the research participants has been included in section 4.5, 
The Participants, and has not been replicated here. 
 
4.9.1. Sample Selection 
The pragmatic underpinnings of the research influenced the sample selection for the 
qualitative study. To best address the research questions, the sample was purposively 
selected but after due consideration of the data collection instrument, the opportunities 
afforded by the setting and the timing. Furthermore, the mixed methods QUAN(qual) design 
for the purposes of complementarity suggested that the qualitative data had to support and 
expand the primary data collection undertaken with the experiment. Thus, the sample of 
research participants for this phase of analysis was determined independently of the 
experimental phase, although it was drawn from a subset of participants who participated in 
the experiment; Cohort 1 or the test group. That is, because of the complementary nature of 
this element of the mixed methods research, the population was first defined by the 
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experimental research and then limited to a subset of that population for pragmatic reasons 
discussed in section 4.9 Participants in the Qualitative Investigation. 
Maxwell (2005) highlighted the importance of the knowledge of the site in making 
selection decisions. Because NELI afforded an opportunity to include data collection time 
during the program, on the last morning, the options relative to purposive sampling were 
limited. The data collection for the qualitative phase occurred before the data for the 
experiment had been collected. Thus, it was impossible to use information gleaned from the 
experiment to purposively limit the sample size based on certain criteria of interest. 
Purposive sampling represents deliberate decisions to define a sample so as to attain unique 
insights and understandings of the phenomenon under study (Creswell, 2008; Maxwell, 
2005). Furthermore, Maxwell suggested that there were four goals to purposive sampling 
including: "achieving representativeness or typicality of the settings, individuals or activities 
selected" (p. 89) and to "adequately capture the heterogeneity in the population" (p. 89) as 
well as to "establish particular comparisons to illuminate the reasons for differences between 
settings or individuals" (p.90) and finally to examine the cases that are most relevant to the 
theories underpinning the research, particularly the extreme cases (p. 90). For the purposes 
herein, it was determined that the sample for the qualitative questionnaire should include all 
39 research participants in Cohort 1, test group. In doing so, all the goals of purposive 
sampling were met. Furthermore, the large number of participants in the qualitative study 
ensured that key informant bias, whereby an erroneous assessment of what constitutes a 
typical participant and a typical experience clouds the results, could not occur (Maxwell, 
2005).  
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4.10. Data Collection - Qualitative Questionnaire 
The research design made use of a qualitative questionnaire to collect data on the 
perceptions of NELI participants as to what program content and structural elements affected 
their leadership self-efficacy and in particular what characteristics of the content and 
attributes made the content or structural element relevant to LSE development. This 
qualitative data collection was embedded in the dominant experimental design. Pragmatism 
guided the decision to adopt a pen and paper qualitative questionnaire with descriptive open 
ended questions after careful consideration of alternatives.  
The goal in data collection was to find the alternative for data collection that not only 
addressed the research questions but which considered the imperatives associated with the 
participants and the site. First, maintaining confidentiality and anonymity was a significant 
concern for the research participants. The library community in Canada was relatively small 
and most of the leaders were known to one another. Participants in NELI have always been 
guaranteed that their experience in the program would not be shared outside of the program. 
Sharing highly personal information anonymously was acceptable to the participants but 
sharing personal information in a group setting or where the researcher would know who 
they were was less acceptable.  
Second, NELI offered an opportunity to undertake data collection in a dedicated time slot 
at the end of the program. Because the data collection time was offered before the collection 
of the data to support the experimental research, there was no basis to make purposive 
sample selection decisions. Thus, all of the participants would have to participate in 
whatever method was chosen for qualitative data collection. While up to two hours was 
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available for data collection during the program, the time would have facilitated focus group 
discussions but would not have been sufficient to collect individual interview data. 
Third, the experiences from previous NELI surveys undertaken by Sorenson in 2008 on 
behalf of the program, suggested that data relating to program content and structure was best 
collected immediately after participation in NELI. Given the highly emotional experience, 
the degree of integration and the large amount of content and structural components to the 
program, participant's recall of specific content and structure was greatly reduced over time. 
Thus, all data collection would have to occur in a compressed period immediately after the 
intervention if it were to be meaningful and comparable.  
The evaluation framework suggested that there were three alternatives for data collection: 
interviews, focus groups or a questionnaire with descriptive open ended questions. Widely 
used in practice, qualitative interviews capture the perspectives of the interviewees and 
provide insights and understandings relevant to the research questions (Maxwell, 2005; 
Patton, 2002). Semi-structured interviews are common in mixed methods research (Morse & 
Niehaus, 2009).Structured or standardized open ended interviews have carefully worded 
questions to ensure that each interviewee has the same stimulus. They are highly focused 
such that the interview time can be managed and minimized and the analysis of the data 
performed efficiently (Patton, 2002, p. 346). However, even the structured or standardized 
interviews could not be completed in the time offered by the program. Furthermore, 
anonymity preferences would have been difficult or impossible to fully satisfy which may 
have affected not only participation in the qualitative component but in the experimental 
research as well. Finally, conducting even a limited number of interviews in a compressed 
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time period after the program may have been problematic given the availability of some 
participants and a preference not to participate in this type of data collection.  
Focus groups would have violated the confidentiality and anonymity boundaries of the 
research participants and were eliminated for that reason. Thus, a qualitative questionnaire 
with descriptive open ended questions was selected as the data collection instrument because 
it preserved confidentiality and anonymity of participants, could be completed during the 
time allocated at NELI, and could elicit the depth and breadth of data required to support the 
investigation.  
Qualitative questionnaires with descriptive questions provide a rich source of data from 
which to further explore concepts. While not adopting survey methodology, the mechanics 
of creating a survey instrument as well as some of the advantages and disadvantages of 
survey instruments were applicable to the qualitative questionnaire. The advantage of a 
qualitative questionnaire with open ended, descriptive questions was in the large amount of 
data that was collected simultaneously. Because the questionnaire was administered to all the 
research participants at the same time in the scheduled session, all of participants were 
sharing their thoughts and feelings simultaneously, while the experience was foremost in 
their thoughts. Participants did not have time to discuss the questions or rationalize their 
feelings and perceptions so the data had the greatest potential to be authentic. Because the 
data was obtained at the same time, at the conclusion of the experience, it was inherently 
comparable and had the greatest likelihood of completeness.  
 The disadvantages were the time and attention that it took a participant to respond to the 
questions (Dillman et al., 2009). That is, responding in a pen and paper format to open ended 
questions was relatively more laborious than responding verbally to the same questions in an 
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interview. A further potential disadvantage that respondents often lack the motivation to 
fully respond to these questions (Dillman et al., 2009) was mitigated by providing 
motivation to respond. NELI provided ample scheduled program time for the questionnaire 
completion. The researcher was present to answer any questions or clarify any information 
as required. The presence of the researcher also helped to encourage meaningful completion 
of the instrument even though no questions were asked of the researcher.  
 
4.10.1.  Qualitative Questionnaire Structure 
The questionnaire (Appendix D) consisted of six open ended descriptive questions. Each 
of the six questions included a subset of questions designed to probe the responses so that a 
satisfactory amount of detailed information was obtained. Five of the six questions addressed 
leadership self-efficacy development and were mapped to the content offered at the Northern 
Exposure to Leadership Institute (NELI). Encompassed in the questions were all 18 latent 
constructs identified with leadership self-efficacy inventory (LSEI) which was the basis for 
leadership self-efficacy measurement in the experimental phase of the research. As both 
NELI and the LSEI had foundations in transformational leadership, the questions were also 
anchored to this theoretical framework.  
Each open ended question had three parts. The first part set the context and identified the 
aspects of leadership to which the particular question pertained. The second part of the 
question asked solicited data to address the second and third research questions. The third 
part of the question was designed to get a rich explanation or the perceptions, experiences 
and feelings that evoked any change in leadership self-efficacy. The structure of the five, 
open ended questions was consistent with the following extract:  
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Part 1 - "In answering the next questions, please reflect on your experience at NELI from 
the time you arrived in Calgary to this point. Consider the program pieces, the experiences, 
the relationships, encounters, conversations, events, the program organization, anything that 
happened inside or outside the formal program hours, the setting etc. Thinking about leading 
change" – (this stem was replaced for each of the 5 areas of leadership development 
undertaken at NELI)  
Part 2 -" Was there anything that happened at NELI that affected your confidence in being 
able to lead the change process?" 
 Part 3 - "Please share the thing or things that affected your confidence and how they 
affected it." 
The sixth question set explored areas where the participants were not confident by asking 
a simple four part question: 
"Do you have aspects of leadership where you do not feel confident?" 
"Did NELI help address these in any way?" 
"Did anything that occurred at NELI make you feel less confident in your ability to 
lead"? 
"Is there anything that NELI might have done differently that might have changed 
this?" 
Pursuant to the recommendations of Dillman et al. (2009) the questions used language 
that was understandable and relevant to the participants, and were relatively concise and 
specific. For this reason the term self-efficacy was replaced with self-confidence which was 
a more familiar term to participants. Based on the recommendations of Bandura (1997, 
2005), the term self-confidence was used in the LSEI that was distributed to participants to 
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measure their LSE. The use of self-confidence on the qualitative questionnaire was 
consistent with the use of the term in the experimental research. 
 
4.10.2.  Pilot Tests 
The qualitative questionnaire was pilot tested with four individuals who had experience 
with NELI as former program participants. It was important that those familiar with the 
program participated in the pilot as context and familiarity with the intervention was 
important to the evaluation of the proposed questions. The main purpose of this pilot was to 
ensure that the questions were clear and unambiguous and that they provoked a meaningful 
and thoughtful response that garnered the information necessary to address the research 
questions (Maxwell, 2005). The second purpose was to determine the time required to 
complete the questions and assess whether fatigue in the respondents became an issue 
(Johnson & Christensen, 2008).  
The testers confirmed that the questions were clear and that program participants should 
not have difficulty answering the questions fully. Furthermore, the nature of the 
questionnaire and the questions evoked memories of the experience and prompted 
respondents to offer detailed explanations. The format and space provided were sufficient to 
accommodate detailed explanations. The testers indicated that the questions and structure 
adequately encouraged them to share their feelings and perceptions relative to their self-
confidence in various aspects of leadership. All of the testers confirmed that the 
questionnaire could be completed within the 1.5 hours allocated and that the time was 
sufficient for the extensive pen and paper responses required. Based on the feedback 
received from the testers, no changes were made to the questionnaire. 
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4.10.3.  Timing and Process 
The qualitative questionnaire was administered at the Northern Exposure to Leadership 
Institute, during the final day of the intervention. NELI allocated 1.5 hours of programming 
time to facilitate data collection. The time was identified on the participant's agenda as 
program research and evaluation time and all participants were required to attend.  
The pen and paper questionnaires were distributed to all the research participants when 
they attended the session. Each research participant received an envelope containing the 
qualitative questionnaire. Both the envelope and questionnaire were coded such that no 
information identifying the participant was collected, however the codes assigned were the 
same as those assigned for the quantitative data collection, the Leadership Questionnaire, 
which facilitated the connection and integration of the responses consistent with the mixed 
methods design. Program participants who were not participating in the research were given 
the same envelope but with a program evaluation form that collected information on behalf 
of NELI. The non-research participant envelopes were also coded so that they could be 
relayed to NELI. The data collection process respected anonymity and confidentiality that 
was paramount to the participants. Throughout the data collection process the researcher was 
in the room to answer questions or provide clarity as required. No questions were asked of 
the researcher. When participants finished completing their respective questionnaires or 
evaluation forms, they returned them to the researcher in the sealed envelope. As was 
determined in the pilot, the time was sufficient for all research participants to complete the 
questionnaire. All 39 qualitative questionnaires were completed and returned to the 
researcher.  
224 
	
The dedicated time at the end of the program for qualitative data collection affected the 
sample selection (section 4.10 Sample Selection) and the data collection method (section 
4.11 Data Collection - Qualitative Questionnaire) but it had a significant effect on the 
breadth of data collected because all research participants had adequate time and opportunity 
to participate and their confidentiality was not compromised. Thus, a rich data set was 
obtained that exposed all the variations in the research population. Not unlike maximal 
variation sampling, the data set yielded great diversity because of the inherent heterogeneity 
in the individuals selected (Creswell, 2008; Patton, 2002). 
 
4.11. Qualitative Data Analysis 
The responses in 39 completed qualitative questionnaires constituted the data for 
quantitative and qualitative content analyses including thematic and pattern analyses. As 
prescribed by Maxwell (2005), the first step in data analysis entailed a thorough reading of 
all the qualitative questionnaires and the preparation of memos that documented preliminary 
thoughts and observations. Prior to transcription, the handwritten questionnaires were read 
twice; once to formulate initial ideas as to whether the comments reflected the anticipated 
themes relating to program structure and elements and a second time to construct tentative 
ideas of relationships between the elements and to capture preliminary, emergent themes. 
Thereafter, the memos served as an important element of the analysis in that they captured 
and preserved analytic thinking (Maxwell, 2005) not only at the onset of the analysis but 
throughout the process. The analytic thought process and resulting memos were bounded by 
the conceptual framework and prior research relating to leadership self-efficacy 
development.  
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To appropriately address the second and third research questions, the second stage of data 
analysis employed the categorizing strategies of coding and thematic analysis (Maxwell, 
2005). As Patton (2002) suggested "thick, rich description provides the foundation for 
qualitative analysis and reporting" (p. 437). However, it was important to distinguish the rich 
description from the analysis and interpretation of the description that attaches significance 
to particular results (Patton, 2002). As the goal of qualitative analysis is the generation of 
themes and theoretical concepts from the comparison of similar data attributes (Maxwell, 
2005), data was fractured and reorganized into categories that facilitated comparative 
analyses between things in the same categories.  
 Organizational categories were developed from the construct of self-efficacy and self-
efficacy development and from leadership development program research that identified core 
program components and structural elements. The program itself provided a forum from 
which to develop categories and codes as the specified content was likely to be foremost in 
the minds of research participants having just finished the intervention. Thus, deductive 
codes were developed from existing frameworks; the leadership development intervention, 
the theoretical framework and construct of self-efficacy; and the extant body of leadership 
development research (Patton, 2002, p. 453). Transcripts were deconstructed or fractured 
into categories in the first cycle of coding. Quantitative content analysis, which provided 
answers about the frequency that perceived specific program content and structural elements 
affected participant LSE, was performed on the data coded to organizational categories. First 
cycle coding and organizational categories also facilitated qualitative content analysis.  
To facilitate sense making of the data and to test and expand on existing theory, 
substantive and theoretical categories were developed in the second cycle of coding. 
226 
	
Substantive categories described what the data suggested was happening, while theoretical 
categories provided a framework for the data (Maxwell, 2005) based on the constructs of 
self-efficacy and leadership self-efficacy as well as the research base for leadership 
development and refinements of the underpinning theories. Finally, as Maxwell (2005) 
suggested, the connections among different categories and themes was integral to the overall 
development and confirmation of theory such that the themes and patterns resulting from 
these connections were identified as the final part of the analysis.  
 
4.11.1.  Data Preparation 
Transcripts were collected in the participants' handwriting. The transcripts were read 
carefully and copies made before they were sent for transcription. Transcription was checked 
against the original handwritten copy. No errors in transcription were identified. Transcribed 
copies were loaded into QSR NVivo 9 for coding. Coding was commenced in NVivo 9 but 
finished in QSR NVivo 10 when an upgrade to the software became available. 
 
4.11.2.  First and Second Cycle Code Development and Coding 
To facilitate content analysis and the generation of themes and patterns the data from the 
39 participants was reduced through coding. Deductive analysis was undertaken to establish 
the original categories for coding. These categories were derived both from the program 
content and structural elements as defined by the program agenda and from the theoretical 
framework and established theory relative to self-efficacy development.  
Structural Coding is well suited to open ended survey responses, such as those collected 
herein, and effectively reduces large data sets through labelling and indexing in support of 
hypothesis testing (Saldana, 2009). Structural Coding which used program content labels and 
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known program structural elements to create categories (Saldana, 2009) was selected as an 
appropriate mechanism for first cycle coding. Forty-two (42) categories were created from 
program content and structural elements and given labels that corresponded to the structural 
or program element. For each NELI program element and key component of the NELI 
structure, an organizational category or code was developed prior to the commencement of 
the analysis and entered into NVivo 9 as a node.  
The theoretical framework relating to the development of self-efficacy constituted the 
basis for Hypothesis Coding, another first cycle coding process. Hypothesis codes and 
NVivo nodes were created for the key self-efficacy development concepts: mastery 
experiences, vicarious learning, verbal persuasion and psychological states and participant 
data was evaluated against these codes. Saldana (2009) advised that: “Hypothesis Coding is 
appropriate for hypothesis testing and content analysis of the qualitative data set, particularly 
the search for rules, causes, and explanations in the data" (p. 123).  
In addition to the Structural and Hypothesis Coding strategies, In Vivo Coding was also 
undertaken in the first cycle of coding. In Vivo codes were developed from the perspectives 
and language of the participants. The coding structure was modified with the addition of 15 
In Vivo codes as they provided insights to the data that were not foreseen in Structural or 
Hypothesis Coding. Thus, when participants provided new explanations or attributed the 
development of their LSE to an unanticipated cause, a new category was created with an 
accompanying node in NVivo.  
Throughout and subsequent to the coding process, codes or categories were evaluated for 
internal homogeneity and external heterogeneity (Patton, 2002, p. 465). As part of this 
process, on completion of coding, several similar nodes were collapsed to form a more 
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encompassing code. Based on the additional recommendations made by Patton (2002), as 
data was coded using the Structural and Hypothesis structures, data that diverged from the 
codes was examined carefully. Where appropriate an In Vivo code was created. Memos were 
used to document observations relating to divergent data.  
The researcher and an assistant who was familiar with the program of research and NELI 
undertook first cycle coding of the participant questionnaires. The coders reviewed the codes 
established to support Structural and Hypothesis Coding to ensure a common understanding 
of all terminology and the application of the coding structure. Coders discussed the addition 
of all In Vivo codes before they were included in the coding structure and as a node. Inter-
coder reliability has been defined as the degree of agreement that exists between two or more 
coders (Johnson & Christensen, 2008, p. 150). Inter-coder reliability was .92.  
After completion of the first cycle coding, second cycle coding was undertaken to 
analyze, synthesize and integrate the results of first cycle coding so that theories relating to 
LSE development could be tested and enhanced. First cycle coding fractured data, but 
second cycle coding effectively reorganized and reduced the codes and put data back 
together in patterns and themes. Pattern Coding assisted in the reorganization, review and 
synthesis of the data and categories derived in the first phase of coding and accompanying 
analysis. Only the researcher performed coding in this phase. 
Both simultaneously and subsequent to the deductive processes undertaken in the first 
phase of analysis, analytic induction was undertaken to uncover new patterns, themes and 
understandings of the data. The analytic induction process "strives to look at the data afresh 
for undiscovered patterns and emergent understandings (inductive analysis)" (Patton, 2002, 
p. 454). The data and ensuing categories were effectively summarized and consolidated into 
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explanatory themes through the Pattern Coding processes (Saldana, 2009). The themes were 
derived from comments made by participants and through induction. Memos were used to 
capture thoughts and observations and to facilitate second cycle coding. The data was re-
coded as themes were identified. This second level of analysis afforded opportunities to 
integrate themes and to confirm and enhance theory.  
 
4.11.3.  Content Analysis - Quantitative 
Quantitative content analysis addressed the second research question: what content and 
structural attributes of a library leadership development program are relevant to the 
development of leadership self-efficacy in emerging leaders. As the goal of quantitative 
content analysis is to count (Maxwell, 2005), it was undertaken to determine which program 
content and structural elements were the most important to the greatest number of 
participants. Structural Coding, based on existing theory, was conducive to not only 
qualitative content analysis but facilitated quantitative analysis (Saldana, 2009) in that 
frequencies, based on the number of participants citing an element as relevant to their LSE 
development, were readily generated. The In Vivo Coding process yielded perceived 
content, structural elements, occurrences and related factors that were identified by 
participants as important to their "confidence"; leadership self-efficacy but which were not 
anticipated through the processes associated with Structural and Hypothesis Coding. After 
all transcripts were coded, NVivo was used to calculate frequencies based on the number of 
participants identifying each node or category. Categories with at least 35% of the 
participants attributed as having an effect on their self-confidence were considered for 
qualitative content analysis to provide an understanding as to why these particular categories 
were relevant to the most participants.  
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4.11.4.  Content Analysis - Qualitative 
To fully address the second research question and to respond to the third research 
question, qualitative content analysis supplemented the quantitative analysis and provided 
insights as to why specific elements were perceived by participants to affect LSE. Patton 
(2002) noted that "generally content analysis is used to refer to any qualitative data reduction 
and sense making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify 
core consistencies and meanings" (p. 453). However, for the purposes of this research the 
process of qualitative content analysis was restricted in application to a subset of the 
categories that evolved from first cycle coding and the quantitative content analysis. That is, 
qualitative content analysis was applied to theme the data within each selected category 
derived through Structural, Hypothesis and In Vivo coding. In subsequent stages thematic 
and pattern analyses were undertaken on the whole of the qualitative data as a distinct and 
separate process.  
The pragmatic foundation for the research supported this approach as it best addressed the 
research questions. This process was implemented by reviewing the elements that were most 
frequently attributed as affecting LSE in participants. Including elements, that at least 35% 
of the participants suggested were influential, ensured that both the consistent and 
convergent themes as well as the divergent and more distinctive themes could be explored 
within each category. In developing codes and categories "recurring regularities" (Patton, 
2002, p. 465) were sought in the data. For each category, or node in NVivo, appropriate 
themes were derived. After exploring the themes within each category for internal and 
external plausibility, consistency and inclusivity (Patton, 2002), the themes were presented 
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as explanations as to why that particular content or structural element of the program was 
relevant to LSE.  
 
4.11.5.  Thematic and Pattern Analyses  
The qualitative content analysis process began with the most significant content and 
structural elements and exposed the themes within each element to address the second and 
third research questions and provide insights as to the specificities of each element that were 
perceived to contribute to LSE. However, that process was confined to themes within 
elements and did not connect the data by identifying themes common across the elements. 
Patton (2002) suggested that it was important to review coded data for new insights and to 
look across dimensions for patterns that might not have been obvious at the onset. Thematic 
and Pattern Analyses provided a mechanism to look at the data from the perspective of the 
program as a whole and thus provided concise insights thereon. In describing the rigor 
associated with the approach, Saldana (2009) suggested that deriving themes from the data is 
"as intensive as coding and requires comparable reflection on participant meanings and 
outcomes" (p. 140). In Thematic and Pattern Analyses a broader perspective of the data was 
adopted such that themes and patterns that connected the data were identified. Patton (2002) 
acknowledged that often themes and patterns were generally interchangeable but themes 
were often topical or categorical while patterns were associated with descriptive results.  
To facilitate rigor in the approach, Pattern Coding was adopted to reduce and unify the 
categories that emerged in first cycle coding. Data was revisited in the context of the 
unifying themes and patterns that had been identified and recorded in analytic memos. 
Thematic analysis is not coding but rather an outcome of coding that represents aspects of a 
phenomenon (Saldana, 2009, p. 139). The resulting themes and patterns were reviewed, 
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analyzed and reduced in number to a few overarching themes and patterns that appropriately 
summarized the findings. These themes and patterns brought meaning to recurring 
experiences (Saldana, 2009). Thereafter the data was in essence reorganized and recoded 
against the themes and patterns to facilitate the presentation of the results and to ensure 
consistency and inclusivity (Patton, 2002).  
 
4.11.6.  Validity and Substantive Significance 
When the quantitative data was analyzed statistical validity was of primary importance. 
However, in the qualitative investigation, substantive significance was the test that assessed 
the sufficiency of the results (Patton, 2002). Substantive significance asked questions about 
the coherence and consistency of the evidence, the consistency of the results with other 
findings, the usefulness of the findings and the extent that the findings create or enhance 
understanding of the theory or phenomena (Patton, 2002). As Maxwell (2005) suggested, 
results were scrutinized against these questions as a mechanism to test the validity of the 
conclusions but not for verification purposes. Furthermore, several strategies that were 
consistent with the pragmatic research stance were undertaken to help ensure validity.  
First, even though the data was collected with an open ended questionnaire, the data was 
rich and plentiful such that an adequate understanding of what was happening was obtained. 
Moreover, the large number of participants from which data was collected provided not only 
a richness to the data but supported efforts to elicit the discrepant and negative cases 
(Maxwell, 2005). The volume of data exposed divergent cases that provided new insights to 
the theories and phenomena. Data from experimental outliers was retained so that the 
explorations of divergent cases in the qualitative and integrated components of the 
investigation were not compromised.  
233 
	
Comparison was used, not between control and test groups but within the data set from 
the research participants. Because a subset of the participants was team leaders, arguably this 
subset had a slightly different experience that could be compared to that of the typical 
participant. Thus, comparison further enhanced the validity of the findings when typical 
participants were compared to participant leaders.  
Neither verification nor triangulation was appropriate for the study. Confidentiality issues 
suggested that reviewing results and interpretations with participants would not have been 
welcomed. Triangulation of perceived self-efficacy made little sense. No one other than an 
individual could determine whether they felt confident in aspects of leadership such that the 
data provided by individuals could not reasonably be triangulated by other respondents. 
However, integration strategies improved triangulation of the results overall. The array of 
validation techniques, which were instituted as part of the analytical design, helped to 
enhance the validity of the qualitative results. 
 
4.12. Quantitative and Qualitative Integration - Data Analysis and Interpretation 
The intent of the embedded research design was to have the qualitative investigation 
complement the experiment in that both components of the mixed design addressed different 
research questions. While integration of analysis was not inherent in the design, the context 
of the research suggested that some integration at the analysis and interpretation stages was 
beneficial. Thus, the quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed independently in the 
first instance, but then a subsequent analysis entailed integration of the qualitative data sets 
and the experimental results. Moreover, the integration was effected in the interpretation of 
the results. The advantage of the integration at the analysis and interpretation stages was that 
it permitted a refined understanding of the phenomena and theories. 
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To facilitate the integrated analysis, a subset of the data was examined. As data from all 
39 research participants were considered in the quantitative and qualitative analyses, both the 
representativeness and the heterogeneity of the findings were addressed. However, it is the 
extreme cases that provide the critical test of theories and provide new insights as to the 
bounds of these theories (Maxwell, 2005). While the extreme cases were present in both the 
quantitative and qualitative analyses, their importance to the overall theory development 
merited additional consideration. Much of the LSE theory surrounded pre-intervention LSE 
scores and their effect on LSE development and subsequent LSE scores. Thus, the subset of 
those purposively selected for consideration in the integrated analysis consisted of 
individuals that reported relatively high levels or low initial levels of LSE on the Leadership 
Self-efficacy Inventory (LSEI) and individuals who exhibited the greatest gains and largest 
losses in LSE after exposure to the LDP. Thus, the quantitative results were used to derive a 
sample of extreme cases for which the set of LSE scores and LSE change scores were 
examined in the context of the respective qualitative responses. On that basis, between four 
and seven of the highest and lowest LSE scores at pre-intervention were selected for the 
integrated review. The number selected was flexible to accommodate clustered scores. In 
addition, four to seven of the largest LSE gain and largest LSE loss scores at both the post 
intervention and delayed post intervention were also selected for the review. 
Previous research also posited varies theories relative to LSE development, particularly 
related to the effects of mastery experiences of participants. As the NELI structure included 
team leaders, the quantitative and qualitative data from team leaders was reviewed in the 
integrated analysis because they were a unique subset within the research participants who, 
because of their leadership role, experienced a different aspect of the program and were most 
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likely to have been afforded mastery experiences. Collectively, the strategies for the 
integrated analyses were consistent with the pragmatic stance adopted for the research.  
 
4.13. Summary 
The 14 sections of this chapter presented the components of this QUAN(qual) mixed 
methods embedded experimental after intervention research design. The chapter began with 
a discussion of the experiment, the dominant method in the design, presented in the context 
of validity and inference transferability. The characteristics of the true experiment; an 
equivalent pretest-posttest control group design, random assignment of participants to the 
test and control groups, sample size sufficiency and the control of extraneous variables 
relating to gender and experience were each examined. Thereafter, the data collection 
instrument that included the Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory, adapted from that 
developed by Anderson et al. (2008), was reviewed for appropriateness to the study. The 
scale used to measure leadership self-efficacy, was presented and the validation and pilot 
testing of the scale for this investigation was discussed. The process and timing of the data 
collections logically followed the section on the instrument. As understanding the research 
participants was critical to inference transferability, the characteristics of the research 
participants were presented together with a discussion on the process of randomization and a 
statistically based demonstration that attrition of participants did not create bias in the 
results. The final section pertaining to the quantitative methods presented the data analysis 
plan for the experiment. The plan outlined the data cleansing processes and the treatment of 
outliers as well as both the descriptive and inferential statistics and related statistical 
assumptions that were used to assess the effectiveness of the leadership development 
intervention in increasing leadership self-efficacy in participants.  
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On conclusion of the discussions related to the experimental methodology, the chapter 
moved to examine the embedded qualitative component of the mixed methods design. The 
seventh through thirteenth sections of the chapter focused on the qualitative component of 
the study. First the setting for the qualitative portion of the investigation was presented. 
Then, the next section explained the rationale for including all the participants in the test 
group of the experiment in the qualitative study; the sample selection. Thereafter the 
qualitative questionnaire was discussed as well as the rationale for using this method and 
data collection tool. The results from the pilot tests of the questionnaire were presented. The 
next section addressed the timing and process for the qualitative component of the study. 
The twelfth section moved to qualitative data analysis. Several subsections therein provided 
the insights as to the multifaceted design for data analysis. The first subsection outlined the 
data preparation strategy and then detailed Structural and Hypothesis Coding as the first 
cycle coding methods and Pattern Coding as a second cycle method. The next subsection 
explained the quantitative content analysis that was conducted to respond to the second 
research question and thereafter the chapter presented the qualitative content analysis that 
responded to the third research question. The rationale and application of Thematic and 
Pattern Analyses were discussed in the subsequent section. The section on the qualitative 
component concluded with a discussion on validity and substantive significance. Finally, the 
chapter concluded with a discussion on how the qualitative and quantitative data were 
integrated at the analysis stage to more fully test the theory and contribute to new 
knowledge.  
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CHAPTER 5 
5. RESULTS 
	
5.1. Introduction 
Chapter 5 presents the results of both the quantitative and qualitative investigations. The 
results are organized first by research question, and where the research question is supported 
by an overarching hypothesis, by the sub-hypotheses that support the fullness of the 
investigation. As the experiment was the dominant investigation and because the strength of 
the experiment rested in the equivalency of the test and control groups supported by random 
assignment of participants to those groups, the independent t-test undertaken to demonstrate 
equivalency begins the presentation of results. Next, the chapter provides the results from the 
experiment using independent t-tests of gain scores to determine the effect of the 
intervention on the test group as compared to the control group immediately after the 
intervention and seven months after the conclusion of the intervention. Immediately, 
thereafter the chapter looks at the results through a different lens, that of the individual. The 
results from the application of ANCOVA and the Johnson-Neyman correction to analyze the 
effect of the LDP on the LSE of an individual are presented.  
Chapter 5 also explores the findings when a median split was employed to create two 
subgroups from the test group, one with pretest LSE scores above the median and another 
with pretest LSE scores below the median to determine if there were differential effects on 
these groups arising from participation in the LDP in tests conducted immediately after the 
intervention and seven months hence. To conclude the presentation of the quantitative results 
a series of t-tests that determined whether gender was a potential mediating variable in LSE 
development are considered. As gender was examined at the onset of the investigation, the 
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Chapter presents these overarching findings. The Chapter also discusses participant 
experience and training which had the potential to mediate the results. 
Thereafter, Chapter 5 transitions to the presentation of the embedded qualitative findings. 
First, the results of the qualitative content analysis are examined in response to the research 
questions related to specific program content and overall program structure. The qualitative 
content analysis provides insights as to the defining characteristics and imperatives related to 
the content and structural elements. Next, the Chapter explores the five major themes and 
two patterns identified in the thematic analysis of the qualitative survey responses. Finally, 
the chapter presents the results that emerged from the integration of the quantitative and 
qualitative components.  
 
5.2. The Experiment 
By definition, a true experiment implies that the random assignment of participants to the 
two experimental groups, the test group and the control group, results in the equivalency of 
the groups. Equivalency, after the random assignment, was evaluated by comparing the 
pretest leadership self-efficacy (LSE) scores on the Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory 
(LSEI), for the test and control groups. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
determine whether random assignment had resulted in equivalency between the test group 
and the control group.  
H0 : There is no difference between the pretest leadership self-efficacy of emerging library 
leaders assigned to the control group and the test group. 
The independent t-test supported the null hypothesis, H0, that while on average the pretest 
Leadership Self-efficacy scores for the control group (M = 662.10, SE = 18.60) were greater 
than those of the test group (M = 647.45, SE = 15.99). At α = .05, this difference was not 
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significant t (67) = .60, ρ=.550; a very small effect, d = 0.15, r = .07, 95% CI [-34.06, 
63.36].  
As the test and control groups were not significantly different, the planned statistical 
procedures were applied to the hypotheses created for the first research question that called 
for an examination of the differences between the groups and the individuals in the groups 
after the intervention, NELI.  
Question 1: How does participation by emerging leaders in a library leadership 
development program affect their leadership self-efficacy? To address the question, the 
experimental investigation necessitated the restatement of the question first, as a null 
hypothesis:  
H0 : There is no significant difference in the leadership self-efficacy of emerging library 
leaders as a result of participation in an intervention characterized as a library 
leadership development program.  
Previous research suggested that it was reasonable to expect that those exposed to a 
leadership development program (LDP) would exhibit greater changes in LSE than those not 
exposed to a LDP (Augustin, 2003; Feeney, 2006). Thus, the null hypothesis was restated as 
an alternative, one sided hypothesis: 
Ha: Emerging library leaders have increased leadership self-efficacy after participating 
in an intervention characterized as a library leadership development program.  
The overarching null hypothesis H0 and the overarching alternative hypothesis Ha were the 
foundations for a series of supplemental hypotheses that explored various aspects of these 
hypotheses. 
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5.2.1. Group Comparison 
First, in assessing the change in LSE from the group perspective, that is, the effect of the 
LDP on the mean gains in LSE of the test group, participating in the LDP, as compared to 
the control group, immediately after the LDP, the alternative hypothesis was: 
Ha1: The test group, exposed to the leadership development intervention (LDP), showed a 
greater increase in LSE than did the control group which was not exposed to the LDP.  
An independent t-test was used to compare the mean of the test group gain score; the change 
in LSE from pretest to posttest, to the mean of the control group gain score; the change in 
LSE from pretest to posttest. The results of the independent t-test comparing the group 
means for the LSEPost-Pre gain scores of the test and control groups supported the alternative 
hypothesis, Ha1, and revealed that on average, the test group experienced greater change in 
LSE (M=69.57, SE= 15.60) than did the control group (M = 1.72, SE = 8.93). This difference 
was significant t (53.04) = 3.78, ρ<.001 (one tailed) which represented a large effect d = 
1.04, r = .46, 95% CI [-∞, 97.93]. As Levene's test indicated unequal variances (F = 6.34, ρ 
= .014), a correction was made in the calculation of the t value such that the degrees of 
freedom were adjusted from 62 to 53.04. Power was 1- β = .99. 
The previous analysis was repeated to determine if the changes in LSE were retained 
seven months after the LDP intervention concluded. To determine whether the effect of the 
LDP was retained over time, an additional hypothesis related to the groups was tested: 
Ha2: The test group, exposed to the LDP, showed a greater increase in LSE than did the 
control group which was not exposed to the LDP seven months after the LDP.  
The results of the independent t-test comparing the group means for the LSEDelayed-Pre gain 
scores of the test and control groups seven months after the LDP supported the alternative 
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hypothesis, Ha2, and revealed that on average, the test group participating in the LDP 
experienced greater change in LSE (M = 62.45, SE = 20.91) than did the control group (M = 
9.04, SE = 12.73) when measured seven months after the intervention. This difference was 
significant t (46.03) = 2.18, ρ =.017, (one tailed) which represented a medium effect d = .64, 
r = .31, 95% CI [-∞, 94.51]. Levene's test indicated unequal variances (F = 4.68, ρ = .035) 
but the correction was made in the calculation of the t value such that the degrees of freedom 
were adjusted from 55 to 46.03. Power of the test was 1- β = .77. 
 
5.2.2. Individual Comparison 
Rather than limit the analysis to LSE gain scores and independent t-tests, which 
collectively reflected and compared the performance of the test group subjected to an LDP 
and the control group which was not subjected to an LDP, an analysis was also performed to 
assess the effect of the LDP on the LSE changes at the individual level. The research by 
Augustin (2003) and Feeney (2006) again supported the hypothesis that those persons 
exposed to an LDP would exhibit greater increases or higher levels of LSE when the pretest 
levels of LSE were considered than those persons not exposed to a LDP. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was again restated to an alternative hypothesis:  
Ha3: Individuals exposed to the LDP exhibited higher levels of LSE after exposure to the 
LDP as compared to individuals with the same initial levels of LSE who were not exposed 
to the LDP.  
ANCOVA was the mechanism by which the LSE pretest scores for the individuals in the 
test and control groups could be treated as a covariate and the variance there from isolated. 
As discussed in Chapter 4, ANCOVA has several assumptions which must be upheld if the 
results there from are to be considered reliable. The results of ANCOVA, using LSEPost as 
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the dependent variable, group as the independent variable and the pretest score, LSEPre as the 
covariate could not be relied upon because the assumption of heterogeneity of regression 
slopes was violated. That is, the slopes of the regression lines for the control group, Group 0, 
and for the test group, Group 1, were not equal (Figure 5-1). 
 
Figure 5-1 Ha3 Regression Lines - ANCOVA LSEPost with LSEPre as Covariate 
 
 
The Johnson-Neyman (J-N) technique was developed as an alternative to ANCOVA 
intended for use when the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was not satisfied 
(D'Alonzo, 2004; Karpman, 1983). To apply the J-N procedure, a regression analysis was 
performed to obtain the descriptive statistics and coefficients displayed in Table 5-1. 
ANOVA was conducted to determine the Type III Residual Sum of Squares for the 
interaction model, SSres = 225713.52. Thereafter, the J-N procedure was applied to the data 
using the Quick Johnson-Neyman Procedure Calculator for Excel (Oshima, 2012b) to obtain 
the lower bounds of 702 and an upper bounds limited by the maximum score, 880. 
Therefore, based on tests conducted immediately after the intervention, the LDP was 
effective in increasing LSE for the 24 individuals in the test group with pretest scores below 
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702, but for the 11 individuals with scores between 702 and 880, (the maximum score 
obtainable) there is insufficient evidence to conclude that the LDP was either effective or 
ineffective.  
 
Table 5-1 Mean (M), Standard Deviation (SD) and Regression Analysis - Test and Control Groups 
 N M (SD) Slope Intercept 
Group 0 – Control 
LSEPre 29  660.72 (105.41)    
Coefficients  
 
 .92  54.81 
Group 1 – Test  
LSEPre 
Coefficients  
35 655.80  (97.73)   
.38 478.86 
Note. LSEPre is the covariate and LSEPost is the dependent variable in the determination of the 
Coefficients. 
 
The previous analysis was repeated to determine if the changes in LSE were retained 
seven months after the LDP intervention concluded. To determine whether the effect of the 
LDP was retained over time, an additional hypothesis related to the individuals was tested: 
Ha4: Seven months after the LDP, individuals exposed to the LDP exhibited higher levels 
of LSE as compared to individuals with the same initial levels of LSE who were not 
exposed to the LDP.  
ANCOVA was used to determine whether LSEDelayed, the dependent variable, was 
differentially affected by the independent variable, Group, when LSEPre was treated as a 
covariate and the variance there from isolated. LSEPre was determined to be an appropriate 
covariate (Field, 2009) in that, as noted in 5.2 above in the discussion of the equivalency of 
the test and control groups, the mean of LSEPre for the control group was greater than the 
mean of the LSEPre of the test group, but the difference in the means was not significant. As 
noted in Chapter 4, the common parametric assumptions were evaluated and tested to 
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determine the appropriateness of the statistical procedure. The additional assumption, 
specific to ANCOVA, that regression slopes be homogenous was not violated. That is, the 
interaction, and thus ANCOVA was appropriate and reliable.  
The results of ANCOVA, using LSEDelayed as the dependent variable, Group as the 
independent variable and the LSEPre score as the covariate indicated that the covariate, 
LSEPre, was significantly related to the dependent variable, LSEDelayed, F(1,54) = 27.80, ρ 
<.001, with a large effect, r = .58 at 90% CI [0.38, 0.73]. Furthermore, seven months after 
the leadership development intervention on average, after isolating the variance created by 
the pretest LSE, individuals in the Test Group who participated in the LDP exhibited greater 
LSEDelayed (M = 709.53, SE = 15.26) than did individuals in the control group (M = 669.95, 
SE = 15.54). There was a significant difference in the LSEDelayed of individuals who 
participated in the LDP compared to the LSEDelayed of those individuals who did not 
participate in the LDP, F(1,54 ) = 3.26, ρ <.10, with a moderate effect, partial ɳ2= .057 at 
90% CI [2.92, 76.23]. Power was 1- β = .556. 
 
5.2.3. Split Group - Group Comparison 
To investigate whether there were significant differences in the LSE pretest scores within 
the test group, the pretest LSE data for the test group was split into two subgroups, one 
subgroup A1 comprising those in the test group with LSE scores above the median and 
another subgroup B1 of those in the test group with LSE scores below the median. The null 
hypothesis was:  
H01: There is no difference in the LSEPre scores of the subgroup B1 below the median and 
the subgroup A1 above the median.  
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The means of the two test subgroups were compared using independent sample t-tests with 
test subgroup as the independent variable and LSEPre as the dependent variable. Levene's test 
indicated equal variances. The results suggested that the null hypothesis should be rejected 
as the mean of the pretest scores for subgroup A1, above the median, (M=736.39, SE= 13.07) 
was significantly higher than the mean of the pretest scores subgroup B1, below the median, 
(M = 570.47, SE = 10.82). This difference was not only significant t (33) = 9.72, ρ<.001, 
(two tailed) but represented a very large effect d = 3.38, r = .86, 95% CI [131.19, 200.64]. 
Power was 1- β = 1.00. 
Similarly, the pretest LSE data for the control group was split into two subgroups, one 
subgroup A0 comprising those in the control group with LSE scores above the median and 
another subgroup B0 of those in the control group with LSE scores below the median. Again, 
the null hypothesis remained as:  
H02: There is no difference in the LSEPre scores for the subgroup B0 below the median and 
the subgroup A0 above the median.  
The means of the two control subgroups were compared using independent sample t-tests 
with control subgroup as the independent variable and LSEPre as the dependent variable. 
Levene's test indicated equal variances. The results suggested that the null hypothesis should 
be rejected as the mean of the pretest scores for subgroup A0, above the median, (M=741.07, 
SE= 14.12) was significantly higher than the mean of the pretest scores subgroup B0, below 
the median, (M = 574.64, SE = 19.43). This difference was not only significant t (27) = 7.00, 
ρ<.001, (two tailed) but represented a very large effect d = 2.69, r = .80, 95% CI [117.63, 
215.22]. Power was 1- β = 1.00. 
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Because there were significant differences between the means of the test subgroups A1 
and B1 and between the means of the control subgroups, A0 and B0 respectively at the 
Prestest levels of LSE, additional t-test were performed to compare the means for the 
posttest, delayed posttest, and the gain scores derived from the tests immediately after the 
LDP and seven months after the conclusion of the LDP for both the test and control groups. 
Table 5-2 displays the results of the comparison for the posttest and delayed posttest 
measurement of LSE based on the following hypotheses: 
Ha5 : LSEPost in test subgroup A1 is significantly higher than in test subgroup B1.  
Ha6 : LSEPost in control subgroup A0 is significantly higher than in control subgroup B0.  
Ha7 : LSEDelayed in test subgroup A1 is significantly higher than in test subgroup B1.  
Ha8: LSEDelayed in control subgroup A0 is significantly higher than in control subgroup B0.  
As indicated in Table 5-2, the results for both the test and control groups at the posttest and 
delayed posttest periods support the alternative hypotheses Ha5, Ha6, Ha7 and Ha8 stated 
above. The test and control subgroups with LSE pretest Scores above the median, on 
average, also showed significantly greater posttest and delayed posttest scores in LSE than 
did the respective subgroups with LSE pretest scores below the median.  
Furthermore, Table 5-2 also presents the results of the comparison of the gain score 
means, LSEPre-Post for the test subgroups A1 and B1 and the gain score means, LSEPre-Delayed 
for the same subgroups based on the following hypotheses: 
 H03: There is no difference in the gain cores, LSEPost-Pre , for the test subgroup B1 below 
the median and the subgroup A1 above the median. 
H04: There is no difference in the gain scores, LSEDelayed-Pre, for the test subgroup B1 
below the median and the subgroup A1 above the median.  
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The results displayed in Table 5-2 do not support the null hypotheses, H03 and H04, presented 
above, but rather suggest that there are significant differences between the means of the gain 
scores of the test subgroups B1 and A1. Specifically, the mean gain scores LSEPre-Post and 
LSEPre-Delayed for test subgroup B1 significantly exceeded the mean scores of subgroup A1 in 
both time periods. That is, the test subgroup with pretest scores below the median, on 
average, demonstrated greater gains in LSE than did the test subgroup with pretest scores 
above the median, both after the intervention and seven months later.  
 
Table 5-2 Comparison of the Subgroup LSE Means for the Test and Control Groups at Posttest and Delayed Posttest 
 Posttest Posttest-Pretest Gain Delayed Delayed-Pretest Gain 
 Test (Ha5) Control (Ha6) Test (H03) Control (H05) Test (Ha7) Control (Ha8) Test (H04) Control (H06)
 A1 B1 A0 B0 A1 B1 A0 B0 A1 B1 A0 B0 A1 B1 A0 B0 
N 18 17 15 14 18 17 15 14 14 15 14 14 14 15 14 14 
M 747.61 701.82 727.67 592.57 11.22 131.35 -13.40 17.93 741.00 663.60 743.64 614.00 12.50 109.07 -8.86 26.93
SE 15.45 20.78 14.85 28.47 11.52 21.24 10.01 14.19 18.05 29.75 14.17 23.86 26.48 27.61 17.29 18.01
t = 1.78 4.29 -5.05 -1.82 2.19 4.67 -2.52 -1.43 
Df 33 27 33 27 27 26 27 26 
ρ = .042 <.001 <.001 ns, .079 .019 <.001 .018 ns, .164 
 One tailed One tailed Two tailed Two tailed One tailed One tailed Two tailed Two tailed 
95% CI [-6.49, 98.07] [70.50, 199.69] [-168.53,-71.74] [-66.57, 3.93] [4.75, 150.05] [72.60,186.69] [-175.28,-17.86] [-87.11,15.53]
r = .30, medium .64, large .66, large .33, medium .39, large .68, large .44, large .27, medium
1-β= .56 1.00 1.00 .44 .71 1.00 .71 .30 
 
The means of the gain scores LSEPre-Post and LSEPre-Delayed for the control subgroups A0 
and B0 were also compared and presented in Table 5-2, based on the following hypotheses:  
H05: There is no difference in the gain scores, LSEPost-Pre for the control subgroup B0 
below the median and the subgroup A0 above the median. 
 H06: There is no difference in the gain scores, LSEDelayed-Pre, for the control subgroup B0 
below the median and the subgroup A0 above the median. 
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The results displayed in Table 5-2 support the null hypotheses, H05 and H06, presented above. 
That is, on average, the control subgroup with pretest scores below the median did not show 
a significant difference in the change in LSE compared to control subgroup with pretest 
scores above the median at either the time of the posttest or the delayed posttest.  
The investigation was primarily focused on gain scores, the gain in LSE as a result of the 
NELI intervention, and thus compared the test subgroups A1 and B1, exposed to the 
intervention, to the control group. Because the gain scores were not significantly different 
between the two control subgroups, A0 and B0, the entire control group was treated as a 
single entity, C0, rather than as two subgroups. To investigate the effect of differential pretest 
scores on the outcome of the treatment, the following additional hypotheses were tested:  
Ha9: Collectively, the test subgroups, A1, with pretest scores above the median and B1, 
with pretest scores below the median, which participated in the LDP showed a greater 
increase in LSEPost-Pre than did the control group, C0, which was not exposed to the LDP.  
Ha10: The test subgroup B1 with scores below the median, exposed to the LDP showed a 
greater increase in LSEPost-Pre than did either the test subgroup A1 with scores above the 
median and exposed to the LDP or the control group, C0 , which was not exposed to the 
LDP. 
H07: There is no difference in the LSEPost-Pre gains scores between the test subgroup A1 
with scores above the median exposed to the LDP and the control group, C0 which was 
not exposed to the LDP.  
ANOVA was used to analyze the LSE gain scores for the two test group subgroups, A1 and 
B1, and the control subgroup, C0, with subgroup as the independent variable and LSEPost-Pre 
gain score as the dependent variable. The results of ANOVA confirmed that when α = .05, 
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the participation in the LDP resulted in a significant effect on the change in LSE, F (2, 
33.53) = 23.13, ρ < .001, ω2 = .44, a large effect. As the variances between the groups were 
not homogenous, the Brown-Forsythe adjusted F value and degrees of freedom were stated. 
The test had power, 1- β = 1.0. However, as an omnibus test the main ANOVA analysis did 
not address the hypotheses. It offered no further insight as to the effect of the LDP on LSE 
gains, nor an explanation as to which groups differed.  
Orthogonal planned contrasts were undertaken to evaluate Ha9 and partially evaluate Ha10. 
Planned contrasts supported Ha9 and revealed that those subgroups, A1 and B1, which 
participated in the LDP exhibited significantly greater increases in LSE at the specified .05 
level, (M = 11.22, SE = 11.52 ) and (M = 131.35, SE = 21.24) respectively compared to the 
control subgroup, C0, (M = 1.72, SE = 8.93) which was not exposed to the LDP, t (46.88) = 
4.63, ρ < .001 (1 tailed), r = .56, a large effect. As variances were not homogenous, the test 
results reflect the adjustment to the t value and degrees of freedom. The test had power, 1- β 
= 1.0. Furthermore, participation in the LDP yielded significantly greater increases in LSE at 
the specified .05 level in the group with pretest scores below the median than the group with 
pretest scores above the median, t (24.78) = 4.97, ρ < .001 (1 tailed), r = .71, a large effect 
with power, 1- β = 1.0.  
Non-orthogonal planned contrasts were conducted to evaluate the balance of Ha10 and H07. 
To control familywise error rate, a Bonferroni correction was applied which set the error rate 
for each of the individual contrasts at α = .025 such that the α level across all comparisons 
remained at .05. The analysis confirmed that the test subgroup B1, with pretest scores below 
the median, showed a significantly greater increase in LSE after participation in the LDP 
than did the control subgroup, C0, which did not participate in the LDP, t (21.77) = 5.63, p 
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<.001, (1 tailed), r = .77, a large effect with power 1- β = 1.00. The analysis also supported 
the null hypothesis H07 and showed that there was no significant difference in the gain in 
LSE experienced after the LDP by the test subgroup, A1, with pretest scores above the 
median, and the control subgroup, C0, which was not exposed to the LDP, t (35.75) = .65, ρ 
= .52, ns, r = .11, a small effect. As variances were not homogenous, the degrees of freedom 
and t value were adjusted appropriately. The power, 1- β = .064, is an unsatisfactory level of 
power to suggest that the test actually detected a significant difference when it existed.  
These processes were repeated to determine the whether the effect of the program was 
sustained in the subgroups A1 and B1, seven months after the program. The study tested the 
following hypotheses: 
Ha11: Seven months after the LDP, the test subgroups, A1 with pretest scores above the 
median and B1 with pretest scores below the median, collectively showed a greater 
sustained increase in LSEDelayed-Pre than did the control group, C0, which was not exposed 
to the LDP.  
Ha12: Seven months after the LDP the test subgroup B1 with scores below the median, 
exposed to the LDP showed a greater sustained increase in LSE Delayed-Pre than did either 
the test subgroup A1 with scores above the median or the control group, C0, which was 
not exposed to the LDP. 
H08: Seven months after the LDP there is no difference in the LSE Delayed-Pre gains scores 
between the test subgroup A1 with scores above the median exposed to the LDP and the 
control group, C0, which was not exposed to the LDP.  
ANOVA was conducted on the LSE gain scores for the two test subgroups, A1 and B1, and 
the control subgroup, C0, collected seven months after the LDP with the subgroup as the 
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independent variable and LSEDelay-Pre gain score as the dependent variable. The results of 
ANOVA confirmed that when α = .05, the participation in the LDP resulted in a significant 
effect on the sustained change in LSE, F (2, 54) = 7.12, ρ = .002, ω2 = .18, a large effect. The 
test had power, 1- β = 1.0. As noted previously, as an omnibus test the main ANOVA 
analysis did not address the hypotheses. That is, ANOVA provided no further explanation as 
to the effect of the LDP on sustained LSE gains, nor on which groups differed.  
Orthogonal planned contrasts were undertaken to evaluate Ha11and partially evaluate Ha12. 
Planned contrasts supported Ha11 and revealed that those subgroups, A1 and B1, which 
participated in the LDP exhibited significantly greater sustained increases in LSE at the 
specified .05 level, (M = 12.50, SE = 26.48 ) and (M = 109.07, SE = 27.61) respectively 
compared to the control subgroup, C0, (M = 9.04, SE = 12.73) which was not exposed to the 
LDP, t (54) = 2.24, ρ = .015 (1 tailed), r = .29, a medium effect. The test had power, 1- β = 
.74. Furthermore, participation in the LDP yielded significantly greater sustained increases in 
LSE at the specified .05 level in the group with pretest scores below the median than the 
group with pretest scores above the median, t (54) = 2.98 ρ = .002 (1 tailed), r = .50, a large 
effect with power, 1- β = .91.  
Non-orthogonal planned contrasts were conducted to evaluate the balance of Ha12 and H08. 
As was done previously, a Bonferroni correction was applied which set the error rate for 
each of the individual contrasts at α = .025 such that the α level across all comparisons 
remained at .05. The analysis confirmed that the test subgroup B1, with pretest scores below 
the median, showed a significantly greater sustained increase in LSE after participation in 
the LDP than did the control subgroup, C0, t (54) = 3.59, p <.001, (1 tailed), r = .50, a large 
effect with power 1- β = .93. The analysis appeared to support the null hypothesis H08 as it 
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showed that there was no significant difference in the sustained gain in LSE experienced 
seven months after the LDP by the test subgroup, A1, with pretest scores above the median, 
and the control subgroup, C0, t (54) = .12, ρ = .90, ns, r = .019, a small effect. However, 
power 1- β = .032 was very low suggesting that there was a significant risk that the test 
failed to detect a significant difference when in fact it existed. 
 
5.2.4. Gender Effects 
The effects of gender on LSE were explored. Because research (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 
McCormick et al., 2002; Owen, 2008; Schyns et al., 2008) suggested that gender was a 
mediating variable in leadership self-efficacy such that males tended to exhibit higher levels 
of LSE than females, the LSE scores were examined in the context of gender. The effect of 
gender was examined in all participating individuals on the pretest levels of LSE. The 
following null hypothesis was tested 
H09: There is no difference in the pretest LSE (LSEPre) scores of males and females. 
The independent t-test supported the null hypothesis, H09, that while on average, the pretest 
Leadership Self-efficacy scores for females participating in the research (M = 659.53, SE = 
12.72) were greater than those of the males (M = 621.60, SE = 36.35), at α = .05, this 
difference was not significant t (67) = 1.11, ρ =.27; a small effect, d = 0.27, r = .13, 95% CI 
[-30.47, 106.32]. The power of the test, 1-β = .12.  
The mean LSE of female participants in the test group was compared to the mean LSE of 
male participants in the test group at the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest time periods. 
Similarly, the mean LSE of female participants in the control group was compared to the 
mean LSE of male participants in the control group at the pretest, posttest and delayed 
posttest time periods with the following hypotheses: 
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H010: Within the test group and within the control group, there is no difference in either 
the pretest LSE (LSEPre) of males and females or the posttest LSE (LSEPost) of males and 
females. 
H011: Within the test group and within the control group, there is no difference in the 
delayed posttest LSE (LSEDelayed) of males and females. 
The results of the t-tests, summarized in Table 5-3, supported the null hypotheses, H010 and 
H011 for the control group and thus indicated that there was no significant difference, ρ> .05, 
in the mean LSE scores for males and females in the control group when measured at any 
time period. However, the results from the test group, also summarized in Table 5-3, 
suggested that the null hypotheses H010 and H011 should be rejected. There was a significant 
difference between the mean LSE of males and females in the test group at the pretest, ρ = 
.011 at the posttest, ρ = .003 and at the delayed posttest, ρ = .009. 
The mean gain scores for the females in the test group were compared to those of the 
males in the test group and the mean gain scores for the females in the control group were 
compared to those of the males in the control group immediately after the LDP and seven 
months after the intervention. The following hypotheses reflected the anticipated outcomes:  
H012: There is no difference in the LSE gain scores (LSEPost-Pre) of males and females after 
the posttest. 
H013: There is no difference in the LSE gain scores (LSEDelayed-Pre) of males and females 
after the delayed posttest. 
As shown in Table 5-3 the results of the tests supported the null hypotheses, H012 and H013 
for both the test group and the control group. In all instances there was no significant 
difference, ρ > .05, between the mean LSE gain scores of males and females. That is, males 
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and females in a given group did not exhibit significantly different gains in LSE at any time 
period. For both the test group and control group the effect size for the tests, as denoted by r 
in Table 5-3, was very small.  
 
Table 5-3 Comparison of LSE by Gender 
 Pretest (H010) Posttest (H010) Gain Post-Pre 
(H012) 
Delayed 
Posttest (H011) 
Gain Delayed-Pre 
(H013) 
TEST GROUP 
Gender F M F M F M F M F M 
N= 32 6 30 5 30 5 23 6 23 6 
M 672.43 556.00 740.87 632.40 68.43 76.40 725.17 608.17 65.09 52.33 
SE 17.19 21.94 12.61 31.76 18.10 14.29 17.23 49.37 24.83 37.65 
T t (33) = 2.68 t (33) = 3.24 t (33) = -.176 t (27) = 2.81 t (27) = .24 
Ρ .011 .003 .86 .009 .81 
R .42 .49 .031 .48 .047 
CI [28.10,204.77] [40.38,176.55] [-99.96,84.03] [31.46,202.55] [-95.02,120.53] 
1- β .46 .62 .052 .62 .054 
CONTROL GROUP 
Gender F M F M F M F M F M 
N= 27 4 26 3 26 3 24 4 24 4 
M 661.38 720.25 657.62 704.33 2.54 -5.33 672.63 716.00 11.25 -4.25 
SE 21.16 60.82 21.08 72.25 9.84 16.83 21.09 25.01 12.75 51.54 
T t (26) = -1.03 t (27) = -.70 t (27) = .26 t (26) = -.82 t (26) = .42 
Ρ .31 .49 .79 .42 .68 
R .20 .13 .05 .16 .08 
CI [-176.44, 58.69] [-182.93, 89.50] [-53.33, 69.08] [-152.53, 65.78] [-60.42, 91.42] 
1- β .11 .07 .053 .088 .059 
α = .05 
 
5.2.5. Training and Experience Effects 
The pretest of LSE mitigated any pre-intervention training and experience effects, such 
that only the training incidences and experience gains subsequent to the intervention, that is 
only training experiences or experience gains that took place between the time of the posttest 
and the time of the delayed posttest, were potential extraneous variables and thus relevant to 
the investigation. Because the use of a control group sufficiently controlled for maturation; 
that is normal experience gains, then only incidences of participation in training initiatives or 
abnormal experiences required assessment as an extraneous variable. The results from the 
demographic survey questions pertaining to experience at the time of the posttest were 
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examined and compared to the results at the time of the delayed posttest. The comparison 
revealed that neither the test nor control group participants reported abnormal experience 
gains or changes. Thus, experience was not a factor in the results and any variation therein 
could not be attributed to experiences or the level of experience external to the intervention.  
The same procedure was applied to the potential incidences of training. Only one member 
of the test group reported training interventions between the posttest and delayed posttest 
that were new instances of training and that resulted in a change to the cumulative amount of 
training undertaken. The individual reported that they engaged in a new instance of specific 
leadership training that increased cumulative leadership training by less than one month. 
However, there was no clear effect from the extraneous training intervention on LSE. The 
LSEDelayed-Pre of the individual represented the tenth highest LSE gain score but the LSEPost-Pre 
represented the eleventh highest gain score in the test group.  
Similarly, in the control group two individuals reported instances of training between the 
posttest and delayed posttest; the first arising from the start of participation in leadership 
certificate program and the other from temporary workplace assignments. Both represented 
new instances of training that resulted in a change to the cumulative amount of training 
undertaken. The LSE gain scores for the two individuals at the posttest were the second and 
fourth highest. The LSE Delayed-Pre were the tenth and first highest respectively. Participation 
in a certificate program had no clear effect on LSE. It was possible that the participation in 
workplace leadership assignments had some effect on LSE given the relative gain scores. At 
the time of the pretest, nine individuals in the test group and eleven individuals in the control 
group had participated in workplace leadership assignments. Thus, while it was possible that 
the training had a positive effect on the gain scores, it was not possible to further isolate the 
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effect. Furthermore, the limited instances of extraneous training that occurred after the 
pretest were common and consistent to both the test and control groups. Thus, training 
outside of the intervention was not given further consideration as an extraneous variable as it 
was not a prevalent occurrence in the research participants nor did it occur differentially 
across the experimental groups.  
 
5.3. The Qualitative Questionnaire 
The structured but open ended questions on the qualitative questionnaire gave rise to 
qualitative data from 39 research participants to which content analysis, including thematic 
analysis and pattern analysis was applied to address the second and third research questions.  
Question 2:  
What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program are 
relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders?  
Question 3:  
What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library leadership 
development program that make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in 
emerging leaders? 
Because the quantitative measurement instrument used to measure leadership self-
efficacy referred to degrees of confidence, the qualitative questionnaire also asked 
participants about their perceptions and feelings of "confidence" in various aspects of 
leadership. As expected, the research participants referred to "confidence", a concept that 
was familiar to them, rather than self-efficacy. Thus, throughout this section the term 
"confidence" rather than self-efficacy has been used when reporting the qualitative results.  
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To preserve confidentiality and anonymity pseudonyms have been assigned to the coded 
data and intentionally bear no resemblance to the actual names of any of the participants in 
either the test or control group. 
5.3.1. Quantitative Content Analysis 
The results of quantitative content analysis provided an answer to Question 2: What 
content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program are relevant to 
the leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? All data from the qualitative 
questionnaire was subjected to Structural Coding which used program content labels and 
known program structural elements as initial categories with additional emic categories 
arising as was necessary to classify the participant comments. Quantitative content analysis 
revealed that 18 elements pertaining to the content and structure were identified by at least 
14 of the 39 research participants as having an effect on their LSE (Table 5-4). While all of 
the program content and identified structural elements garnered some mention by 
participants, a review of the items identified by less than 35.9% of the participants yielded 
no different insights than what was provided by the 18 items in Table 5-4. The frequencies 
expressed in Table 5-4 are indicative of the relative importance of the item to the group of 
participants. 	
Table 5-4 includes elements which were identified on the NELI program agenda as 
leadership content. Lectures, exercises and other forms of engagement related to these 
content elements were delivered as part of the program. Participants specifically referenced 
these program elements as important to their feelings of confidence in leadership or that 
aspect of leadership.  
Table 5-4 Quantitative Content Analysis - Program Content and Structural Elements - Results 
Rank Program Content Element Structural Element Frequency1 
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1 Mentors: Including One on One and Northern 
Reflections 
Mentors  100.0 
2 Feedback Feedback   97.4 
3 Understanding Oneself: Including 
StrengthsFinder, MBTI and Understanding 
Others 
   94.9 
4 Working in Teams Teams   87.2 
5  Integrated Structure of the Institute   79.5 
6 Case Study - Northern Star Case Study - Northern Star   71.2 
7  Peers; Other Participants; Supportive 
Professional Environment 
  69.2 
8 Active Listening    66.7 
9 Networking    64.1 
10 Conflict    61.5 
11 Communication    59.0 
12 Power and Influence    53.8 
13  Take Home Tool Kit   53.8 
14 Visioning    48.7 
15 Leadership/Career Development Plan    48.7 
16 Leading Change    43.6 
17  Risk   38.5 
18  Psychological & Emotional States: 
Stress, Pressure & Jubilation 
  35.9 
1Percentage of Research Participants Identifying the Item 
 
In addition, some items identified by participants had program content elements but also 
represented a structural element of the program. These items are shown in Table 5-4 in both 
the column Program Content Element and the column, Structural Element. For example, 
Feedback was a content element in that a lecture, demonstration and various exercises and 
experiential learning opportunities facilitated the exploration of the material. However, NELI 
was designed such that mentors, peers and leaders provided feedback to participants and 
participants to their team members throughout the institute. Thus, incorporating 
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opportunities for feedback was a structural element of the program which complemented the 
program element with the same name.  
Similarly, the use of mentors as guides, facilitators and coaches was a structural decision. 
However, mentors were also part of the programmed content in that they provided vicarious 
learning opportunities through their Northern Reflections and advice and counsel through 
One on One Meetings with participants. Both Northern Reflections and the One on One 
Meetings represented program content but the participants saw the content and the function 
performed by mentors as one.  
While the case study - Northern Star was a program element it also was an intended 
metaphor for the structural design; an experiential learning opportunity that brought all of 
the content together in a leadership experience. Similarly, program content demonstrated the 
importance of teams and provided success strategies for Working in Teams. The structure of 
NELI made use of a team based environment to create active learning experiences and 
facilitate social persuasion and vicarious learning. Again, the content and the structural 
elements became almost indistinguishable from the perspective of the participants as was the 
intent of the organizers (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011). For 
example, Erin explained how the formal content related to working in teams and developing 
ground rules affected the overall experience of working in teams throughout the institute:  
Previously before NELI, I have often felt providing ground rules didn't allow for an 
atmosphere to stimulate innovation. However, in our group having our ground rules set 
beforehand meant that we could have more innovation, idea sharing and better teamwork 
because we were all working off the same page. Providing our parameters meant we all 
260 
	
had the freedom to express what was happening and this meant that we didn't have to 
resolve conflict later because we had all agreed to the same page. 
Participants also identified elements critical to their confidence in leadership or aspects of 
leadership that related to the overall structure of the institute for which no specifically 
planned content was delivered but which emerged as part of the total experience or structure 
of the institute. Some of these structural elements were designed as part of the overall 
program while others emerged from participant experiences. Table 5-4 reflects the 
importance of these structural elements whether they were intentionally created by the 
program or perceived and experienced by the participants.  
NELI intentionally created a supportive professional environment by incorporating and 
fostering peer relationships and through the participation of mentors, sponsors and leaders in 
the profession. Participants credited the supportive environment as instrumental to the 
development of their confidence to perform various leadership activities and behaviours. 
NELI provided formal and informal opportunities for LSE development with a curriculum 
that reinforced concepts through immersion, repetition and integration of program elements. 
Participants identified the integrated curriculum as important to the overall development of 
leadership confidence.  
Other structural elements that appear in Table 5-4 were not planned structural elements 
but emerged as such. Inherent in the NELI experience, but not planned as a program 
element, was the continual presence of risk. Risk, as well as stress and pressure and 
jubilation were perceived to permeate various tasks, exercises, interactions and relationships, 
such that the successful negotiation resulted in increased leadership confidence in 
participants. While not a planned structural or programmatic element, some participants 
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identified the NELI content as part of a "tool kit" that they could use for future development 
and growth and to use in the organizations in which they work. Other participants considered 
the tool kit to be the vehicle by which leadership confidence could be sustained and 
enhanced after the institute.  
The conceptual framework and theory related to self-efficacy suggested that Mastery 
Experiences were the most influential in self-efficacy development (Bandura, 1997) with 
Social Persuasion, Vicarious Experiences and Psychological and Affective States being the 
other important factors (Bandura, 1994, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Hypothesis Coding 
was undertaken to determine the relative importance of these factors to the research 
participants; that is the number of participants that cited experiences or incidents that fit 
within the parameters of each of these influential methods of self-efficacy development. 
Table 5-5 summarizes the results and suggests that NELI participants felt that those activities 
falling within the definition of social persuasion had the greatest influence on confidence or 
ultimately LSE.  
Table 5-5 Quantitative Content Analysis - Conceptual Framework Elements - Results 
LSE Developmental Strategy  Number of 
Research 
Participants1 
Frequency2 
(%) 
Social Persuasion 37 94.9 
Mastery (Experiential) Experiences 34 87.2 
Psychological and Affective States 29 74.4 
Vicarious Experiences 25 64.1 
 
1 Research participants who identified the item as important to leadership confidence 
2Percentage of research participants identifying the construct element 
5.3.2. Qualitative Content Analysis 
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While quantitative content analysis provided answers to the second research question, 
qualitative content analysis was necessary to address Question 3. What is there about the 
content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program that make them 
relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? The 18 elements in 
Table 5-4, together with the four items in Table 5-5 formed the basis for the qualitative 
content analysis. Qualitative content analysis provided additional insight as to what about the 
content or structure was important or why it was important as well as the important 
characteristics. Names of participants have been changed to preserve anonymity. The first 
round of qualitative content analysis focused on the 18 elements that emerged in the 
quantitative content analysis. 
Risk 
While NELI did not deliver content on taking risks, participants thought that the risk 
inherent in some of the program content, in building professional relationships and in 
undertaking personal growth at the institute was critical to the development of their 
confidence in leadership abilities. For example, Irene offered that "taking risks - I would not 
normally step forward to speak voluntarily in a room full of colleagues and library 
directors/sponsors etc. The Commitment Circle, Samoan Circle, Celebration Dinner and Skit 
really forced me to take risk(s)." In describing her increased confidence Brenda concurred 
with Irene saying "Commitment Circle, Celebration Dinner: Taught me about risks and 
accomplishments and that I can jump into new things, take the challenge and inspire others' 
creative and innovative ideas." Sandra divulged that "I was able to see how many people had 
taken risks within their lives and failed! This gave me confidence to try new things, and be 
okay if it fails." Jordan shared that "as a team leader I was fortunate to be challenged to take 
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risks, delegate, see the bigger picture and encourage teamwork. This was my role." In 
commenting about the supportive environment and personal growth Agnes described the 
inherent risk: "Honestly stating my weakness to perfect strangers (and surviving that risk) 
and having kind and honest feedback..." Thus, participants recognized that risk was not only 
inherent to the structure of the program but critical to their development. 
Supportive Professional Environment 
Participants noted the importance of the supportive professional environment that was 
created by having mentors, peers, sponsors and leaders present and engaged throughout the 
formal and informal elements of the program. The coming together of a professional 
community facilitated personal growth, risk taking and development of confidence in their 
leadership abilities. Aileen noted that "having a supportive group and mentors made it easy 
to think about motivation and visioning. Shared experiences made me realize I am not alone 
and that there is a great community of leaders to seek out for support." In commenting on the 
importance of peer support, Delores stated that: "NELI brings people together and forces 
them to look at themselves and explore who they are in front of others. Without the support 
and encouragement of their peers, it would be a very daunting and unsettling experience." 
Likewise Frank related the community support to confidence observing that "being part of a 
supportive team who affirmed my gifts and showed their appreciation for what I brought to 
the table was a key aspect of helping me overcome fears about my abilities." Harry explained 
that it was important that the relationship with the professional community endured beyond 
the institute as he tried to apply the skills gained at NELI: “I guess before NELI I saw myself 
as a rather insignificant, solitary Librarian in a large community. I feel now like I am part of 
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that community that will work together to lead change.” Roberta, one of the team leaders, 
most aptly captured the nature and importance of the supportive professional environment:  
What the most valuable thing that happened at NELI for me was that I was surrounded by 
people in the same profession who are all unfailingly supportive. It inspired me to try 
things out and take more risks here than I might usually and it also inspired me to be that 
supportive of others. 
Thus, the participants perceived that a supportive professional community was integral to the 
NELI experience and LSE development at NELI. However, it was equally important, if LSE 
was to be sustained, that the professional relationships could be maintained beyond the 
institute such that the participants would continue to have support for their leadership 
endeavours.  
Pressure, Stress, Celebration and Jubilation - Psychological and Affective States 
There was no program content on emotional intelligence or on managing stress and 
pressure. However, NELI deliberately incorporated aspects of celebration, stress and 
pressure. Established theory (Bandura, 1994, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992) suggested that 
psychological states and emotional arousal are important aspects of self-efficacy 
development. NELI incorporated celebratory elements so participants felt good about their 
own accomplishments (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011). In 
describing how the celebration embedded in the program affected her own confidence Erin 
revealed that: “being a ‘cheerleader’ of others is also a positive aspect and by celebrating 
other people’s success I am also celebrating my own.”  
At various times during NELI, participants felt stressed, pressured, anxious, jubilant and a 
range of other emotions. Many participants deemed that managing emotions and working 
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through the stress and pressure associated with the various formal and informal elements and 
the overall experience were relevant to the development of leadership self-efficacy. Peggy 
relayed one instance where she felt stressed but working through the stress had positive 
benefits: "Getting picked up at the airport was really nice but also nerve-wracking. I felt I 
needed to make a good impression right away and I was afraid I would be too nervous. I 
managed to calm down though - it was good learning experience." The airport greeting was 
actually designed to make participants feel special and evoke positive emotional states (E. B. 
Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011). Dick confirmed the inherent pressure in 
some of the content, relaying that "when the group was assigned to work on a case study, the 
nature of the problem, its constraints and timeline affected the work of the group. It was so 
obvious that there were members (including myself) that were stressed under what was 
supposed to be done and how! "  
Stress and pressure was influential in the development of LSE in team leaders and their 
perceived ability to lead. Haley, a team leader commented on the importance of stress and 
leadership development and shared that "going through the stress with setting up the one-on-
one meetings with all kinds of information coming at us and the group falling apart/storming 
also made me realize I had to take the lead. Once I did, it made things better." Agnes echoed 
the importance of stress in her development as a confident leader and suggested that "being 
able to direct and lead the team under heavy pressure has given me huge confidence that I 
CAN do many of the things I doubted I could before.” Shirley, another leader, put the 
development of confidence in the context of a complex array of emotions that she 
experienced when she was chosen as team leader: “Having the opportunity to be Leader... 
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my team discussed and then requested for me to take the role. That was humbling and 
inspiring all at once. I didn't want to let them down."  
Time pressure was part of the structure of the institute and was purposely incorporated in 
program elements to simulate a realistic leadership environment replete with time 
constraints, stress and pressure (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011). 
Not all participants found that the pressure situation was developmental or beneficial. Jordon 
commented that: "the case study was not a positive way to affect my confidence. ...The fact 
it was so rushed was one negative element..."  
Not everyone experienced jubilation. The absence of jubilation and "fun" was perceived 
to have a negative effect on confidence. Delores explained the relationship between the lack 
of jubilation, frustration and confidence:  
I feel more confident in my ability to see the bigger picture but less confident in 
stimulating innovation. Our group had some issues right from the start and we allowed 
ourselves to get bogged down in the process so much that we stopped focusing on fun and 
learning. I didn't know how to pull us out of it and bring back the joy.  
The interplay of pressure, stress, celebration and jubilation was an important aspect of the 
NELI experience such that participants perceived these elements, individually and 
collectively, to have an effect on their LSE. While stress and pressure contributed to LSE for 
some participants who were able to work through or manage the stress and pressure, in other 
instances they were detrimental to LSE development as was the absence of jubilation.  
Take Home Tool Kit 
While the program did not specifically provide a "Take Home Took Kit", various 
participants referenced their experiences, learning and growth as a tool kit that would be 
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useful in the future. For example Cindy stated that "specific tools and tips for providing 
feedback and listening were helpful. I've added them to my leadership toolbox. I'm 
somewhat more confident with this after NELI." Similarly Sally commented that "I've 
learned more strategies for my tool kit to manage my introversion and I hope I can carry it 
home." Sandra explained that "the greatest challenge I have had in the workplace is dealing 
with conflict and facing it head on. I believe that NELI has provided me with a tool kit for 
dealing with this better and more directly." 
Thus, a mechanism to retain, transfer and practice the knowledge gained at NELI was 
important to the participants. Some of the participants perceived that their LSE was 
positively affected because the confidence could be retained and enhanced after the program. 
For these participants it was critical that they had a “tool kit” to draw upon after the 
intervention. 
Mentors 
Mentors were integral to the NELI experience and in facilitating the development of LSE 
in participants. All of the participants noted that some aspect of mentoring affected their self-
confidence development. However, the role of the mentor was complex. Mentors mediated 
the development of LSE when they shared their own experiences to create vicarious learning 
opportunities, through candid discussions and positive reinforcement known as social 
persuasion, and when they assisted mastery experiences and managed the processes that 
affected the psychological and emotional states of participants. Participants credited mentors 
with significantly affecting their confidence through both formal or planned engagements 
and informal interactions. However, participants also acknowledged that too much or too 
little mentor engagement adversely affected their confidence. Furthermore, when mentors 
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were perceived to misunderstand the participants or be dissimilar from the participants, they 
had little positive effect and potentially a negative effect on confidence. It was important to 
explore each facet of mentorship from the perspective of the participants to understand the 
effects on LSE. 
First, NELI incorporated vicarious learning opportunities in the program element known 
as Northern Reflections. Mentors and leaders shared stories of their personal experiences 
with leadership and their own leadership development journey (E. B. Ingles, personal 
communication, January 26, 2011). These stories helped participants like Sandra, one of the 
team leaders, assimilate with the mentors and increase LSE in risk taking and becoming 
comfortable with the relationship between risk and failure. Sandra explained the effect of 
Northern Reflections: “I was able to see how many people had taken risks within their lives 
and failed! This gave me confidence to try new things, and be okay if it fails.” Other 
participants gained insights that gave them confidence in their own behaviour in specific 
aspects of leadership such as delegation. Betsy commented that “many of the Northern 
Reflections… greatly increased my confidence that I can delegate, and in fact must delegate 
in order to stay sane in this profession. This is not a weakness!” Similarly, Brenda felt that 
Northern Reflections was inspiring and contributed to her confidence in that “regardless of 
my beginnings and hardships I can make a difference and that leaving myself open to 
opportunity will open new paths.” Nicole echoed the importance of Northern Reflections as a 
vehicle to facilitate vicarious learning and LSE development through the modelling of 
leadership behaviours:  
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Northern Reflections as well as informal opportunities to speak to mentors were some of 
the best parts of NELI and offered models as well as advice. Hearing another’s stories is 
deeply inspiring and instills confidence that if others can lead - so can I (Nicole). 
 For others, like Agnes and Felicia, through the stories and vicarious opportunities, 
Northern Reflections was a mechanism by which mentors became more human in the eyes of 
participants and allowed the participants to assimilate more closely with them. Agnes shared: 
"I am still quite intimidated by everyone's qualifications but Northern Reflections showed 
me that successful CEOs are people too! And nobody is perfect. It's just about developing 
skills." Felicia commented: "I know that even great Leaders (mentors) I met here have 
doubts, and it is OK." Not only did participants cite the planned vicarious learning 
opportunities, Northern Reflections as important to their confidence but the leadership 
behaviour modelled by mentors throughout the institute inspired confidence in participants 
like Jean who described how her confidence was enhanced and explained that “…seeing 
how the mentors handled feedback and coaching was helpful.”  
Mentors were also responsible for building leadership self-efficacy through social 
persuasion in individual meetings and informal conversations with participants. Social 
persuasion was the developmental mechanism that most participants attributed to their 
growth in self-confidence. Participants like Peggy felt that "through conversations with 
mentors and participants I got a much better idea of how people perceive me." Peggy added: 
"those experiences especially gave me so much more confidence." Numerous other 
participants cited mentor conversations, feedback and positive reinforcement, all elements of 
social persuasion, as the most important factors in their LSE development.  
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The mentor conversations and feedback not only personalized NELI for participants but 
they helped individuals to understand themselves better and helped them find personal 
relevance and application in the program content. Jordan indicated that mentor conversations 
were influential in the development of confidence and explained: "the talks (individual) I had 
with mentors on Monday afternoon were quite useful in envisioning change for the future. 
Personalizing NELI and allowing for personal differences is an excellent way of making the 
institute applicable to everyday life." The significance of the meetings was reiterated by 
Hanna: "A mentoring opportunity I had about almost exclusively personality and being who 
I am might be one of the greatest take-aways I have from this experience." Cindy benefitted 
from both the social persuasion and vicarious aspects of the mentor relationship as she 
acknowledged that: "talking individually to mentors and listening to their experiences was 
most helpful at affirming my approaches and therefore positively impacted my confidence." 
Social persuasion was most effective when it focused on the participant’s strengths rather 
than their weaknesses. Frank explained that “mentors and team members affirmed 
gifts/strengths of mine and it was very encouraging to me. Our mentors were excellent and 
incredibly valuable resources.” Nora felt similarly about the importance of a focus on 
strengths and confirmed that "the one-on-one session with a mentor in the group affected my 
confidence in my ability to understand my strengths. Until that point I was being careful not 
to be my usual overpowering self and the mentor asked me to stop and let my true strengths 
shine." Cindy clarified why the focus on strengths was so important to her self-confidence:  
Discussions with mentors helped me realize my existing strengths and my true worth 
professionally. It helped me see myself as independent from my organization and as an 
individual agent. It helped me feel less vulnerable … 
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Participants also recognized that the social persuasion around the area of strengths was 
enduring and would be beneficial for ongoing career development after the institute 
concluded:  
I think NELI has raised my confidence in my strengths and my goals by giving me a 
venue to discuss my goals with mentors, both informally and during the timed mentor 
meetings. I found that the mentors were encouraging and offered sound advice which I 
can use to further my career. Through this, I feel more confident in who I am and who I 
want to become (Della). 
Even participants, such as Haley, who were already aware of their strengths, felt that the 
focus on strengths positively affected LSE because "mentors put to words what I already 
knew. I had needed to hear it." 
Whether related to vicarious learning opportunities or social persuasion, the participants 
seemed to respect and assimilate to a greater degree with the mentors who were like them. 
Doing so increased the LSE of participants. Agnes described how she increased her 
confidence by "watching my mentors demonstrate how to do these things when I fell short." 
Agnes went on to explain the importance of assimilation with like mentors to her vicarious 
learning and LSE development: "Particularly one mentor has a similar thought process as 
me, so seeing how she overcame her tendencies and developed highly refined skills is hugely 
inspirational." Shirley reported similar effects on confidence when she perceived the mentors 
were like her and provided social persuasion: "I can't believe how well the mentors were able 
to understand me and give targeted feedback that I think just totally increased my leadership 
potential." 
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Conversely, when participants perceived that the mentors were dissimilar to their 
personalities or when they felt that the mentors did not understand them, their LSE was not 
enhanced and in some cases eroded. In describing instances where her confidence was 
eroded, Helen explained that "having the group skewed to one type of personality (especially 
the mentors) meant that those who didn't fit that mold didn't see themselves in the leaders 
featured here." and then suggested that "having a mix of styles could be interesting." Helen 
explained the pervasiveness of the effect of dissimilarity and the perceived inability to be 
understood and shared that: 
The discussion around managing/leading strengths, and personality types made me less 
confident in my ability to lead because I didn't fit the norm of the group... It made me 
wonder if I was part of the library past and rest of the group was the library future. 
Participants confirmed the importance of having mentors whom they perceived were like 
them and who understood them. Likeness and perceived understanding affected the trust and 
respect that participants had for the mentors and ultimately their credibility in the eyes of 
participants. When trust and respect were absent, the vicarious learning and social persuasion 
aspects of LSE development were impaired. Noella explained why her confidence did not 
increase: "It has also been difficult for me to listen to the feedback that I received from one 
of my mentors since, I have to say, I did not completely agree with what she told me." 
Noella added: "Also, one of my mentors was really stuck with my Meyers Briggs type and it 
was kind of frustrating." 
Not only did mentors have to be like participants, they also had to be skilled in mentoring; 
knowing when to intervene in an experiential exercise and when to let the participants work 
through challenges. Intervening at the wrong time or failing to intervene when necessary 
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were both perceived to negatively affect LSE. Jordan best explained the importance of the 
duality of the mentor role when describing instances when the growth in confidence was 
impaired: "... the presence of mentors, although useful, enriching and invaluable, would 
sometimes not allow me to lead. There was confusion in my mind as to how much I should 
lead with the mentors needing to contribute..." Jordan added: "... understanding strengths 
may not have been as strong of a component is it should have been. Strengths should become 
an integral part of team work and mentors should ensure that participants work to their 
strengths while growing in areas they can control." 
Finally, the presence of mentors provided a sense of community for participants. The 
existence of a professional community was important to the development of their LSE 
because most were concerned about an ongoing, post intervention support network. The 
network of colleagues was deemed to be critical to their confidence, Mavis explained that 
"hearing people's stories about how they were dealing with change at their 
workplaces...made me realize that I have a network of colleagues and mentors I can turn to 
when next faced with this challenge." Agnes conveyed the importance of maintaining 
relationships to her confidence citing "connections, some people I can turn to when I get 
stuck and a map to get where I need to go" as affecting the growth in confidence. Felicia 
echoed those thoughts and explained that her confidence had grown "because I feel part of a 
greater community: Before NELI I felt pretty isolated. Now I believe I have a support 
circle.” Aileen clarified that the network of support actually affected how she related to the 
content during the intervention: "Having a supportive group and mentors made it easy to 
think about motivation, visioning and shared experiences made me realize I am not alone 
and that there is a great community of leaders to seek out for support." 
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It was clear that mentors were perceived to have an important role in all aspects of the 
development of LSE in participants. Whether through vicarious learning experiences or 
social persuasion participants wanted to assimilate with the mentors and be understood by 
them. The feedback and advice provided by mentors was critical to LSE development. 
Participants also expected the mentors to be skilled in facilitating experiential learning 
opportunities so that they might maximize their LSE gains. The role the mentors played in 
creating a supportive professional community during the intervention was important but 
knowing that the supportive community would endure beyond the intervention was 
perceived to be critical to the LSE development in participants during the institute.  
Teams 
The content related to working in teams and the use of teams throughout NELI was cited 
by many participants as instrumental in their development of LSE. Many of the participants 
attributed not only learning how to work in teams but the integration of the program and the 
opportunity to apply what they learned to problem solving and the exploration of new 
leadership content in a team setting as instrumental in confidence development. Some 
participants ascribed particular elements of the content to their overall confidence in 
leadership.  
 Previously before NELI, I have often felt providing ground rules didn't allow for and 
atmosphere to stimulate innovation. However, in our group having our ground rules set 
beforehand meant that we could have more innovation, idea sharing and better teamwork 
because we were all working off the same page (Erin).  
Brenda explained: 
Working as a team and going through the "storming" and seeing tasks and objectives 
through the eyes of my teammates has helped me to see bigger and aim higher. The group 
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work and how we built our team has shown me that in a group great ideas and creativity 
are born - [sic] I don't have to do it all myself. 
Delores summarized the importance of the team component and its integration throughout 
the LDP: "The tools from NELI, particularly the group work, showed me that people will be 
willing to follow me or allow me to lead (especially in the absence of other voices)." Felicia 
added that: 
 NELI showed me the value of teamwork, of seeing that only all together we can solve the 
puzzle since all of us have different pieces. Another important point is the necessity to 
delegate, stop micromanagement and trust people to do a great job on their own if they 
see the benefits and value of this work. 
Some of the most significant gains in confidence were attributed to the risk free and 
supportive team environment fostered at the institute. "Relationships are built on shared 
experience. The opportunity to build relationships through group work in a relatively risk-
free environment was both enjoyable and affirming" (Bonnie). Frank shared that "being part 
of a supportive team who affirmed my gifts and showed their appreciation for what I brought 
to the table was a key aspect of helping me overcome fears about my abilities."  
However, Penny highlighted the importance of the team structure and common 
understandings of teamwork as she observed that "if the idea of teamwork is not shared by 
all team members, there is no way that the "team" could function well" and suggested that 
the failure of the team to come to a common understanding was an aspect that adversely 
affected her confidence. Conversely, when a team functioned effectively participants 
developed confidence in their leadership attributes. "Confidence has always been an issue for 
me, but through the teamwork and informal/formal discussions I now know I seriously, 
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seriously Rock" (Patsy). Roberta, a team leader, summarized the effect of the team 
experience on her LSE: "I learned that a good team is an unbelievable support and that if 
your team has faith in you every struggle is just that much less difficult." 
Feedback 
Almost all of the participants cited aspects of feedback as instrumental in their LSE 
development. While the content element on giving and receiving feedback was important, 
most of the participants benefited from the incorporated experiential learning that required 
that they not only provide feedback to other participants but also receive feedback from 
peers and mentors. Marie shared how both learning about and practicing feedback affected 
her confidence: “The idea of having to give regular, formal feedback has given me the 
willies in the past. I realize now that I'm more than comfortable giving informal feedback, 
and the elements of that that [sic]I feel comfortable with is what I need to bring to formal 
feedback.” Nicole explained that: “the formal program elements around active listening and 
feedback were good refreshers but the chance to practice it in a safe environment and to 
reflect on it were crucial to my confidence.” The statement highlighted two essential 
structural aspects associated with feedback; a safe environment in which to practice and 
adequate time for reflection and change.  
Other participants explained how the integrated program allowed them to develop and 
come to new realizations through the feedback process and thereafter acquire and practice 
the necessary knowledge and skills to develop confidence for which they received more 
feedback. More specifically, the social persuasion effected through repeated formal and 
informal offerings of feedback was attributed to significant gains in confidence. Mavis 
shared:  
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I gained a great deal of confidence from engaging in the feedback process many times 
throughout NEL. I've come to really appreciate how powerful it is to encourage others, to 
listen - and I mean really listen - to their concerns, their feedback - both verbal and from 
body language. This was a key activity for me – FEEDBACK [sic]. 
Scheduled feedback from mentors was considered as one of the most developmental 
aspects of the program. Aileen explained that: “receiving feedback from team mentors at 
midway point was reassuring.” She went on to suggest that her confidence was increased 
after “getting advice during the one-on-one speed mentor sessions.” One of the team leaders 
suggested that: “the mentor feedback was the absolute most valuable thing of the whole 
experience." She added that " I can't believe how well the mentors were able to understand 
me and give targeted feedback that I think just totally increased my leadership potential” 
(Shirley). 
The feedback was valuable because it was frequent and specific to the individual situation 
and because it incorporated the program element on strengths such that the feedback that was 
given was in the context of participant strengths. Irene explained that feedback "focused on 
strengths more than weaknesses." She went on to say this it was "very uplifting and helped 
me to understand my unique strengths within the group." Sally explained that: "feedback 
doesn't have to be critical. That was eye-popping. I also learned that a lot of things I see as 
weaknesses or flaws can actually be strengths; you just have to think of them that way." 
Thus, strengths based feedback was perceived to have an effect on LSE. 
Many of the participants focused on the transferability of the skills and knowledge gained 
to their work environment. The content on feedback was deemed to be an important element 
in the leadership toolbox as Cindy explained that "specific tools and tips for providing 
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feedback and listening were helpful. I've added them to my leadership toolbox." Frank 
summarized the importance of the feedback session and the related feedback and practice:  
The feedback I received form mentors and my fellow team members was instrumental in 
helping me think about certain behaviors and this will likely be most helpful for 
supporting followers. Learning about how to give proper feedback will be an excellent 
skill to take back to my workplace.  
Thus, the safe environment in which to practise the skill and incorporation of strength-
based content enhanced the development of LSE. The combination of the program content, 
the subsequent opportunities to practice feedback and the timely, specific, relevant and 
frequent feedback provided by participants and mentors throughout the program enhanced 
LSE and ensured that it would be sustained and transferred to other environments.  
Integrated Structure 
While many participants suggested that specific program components were instrumental 
in the development of confidence in specific aspects of leadership, the entirety of the 
experience and the integrated aspects of the program were most influential in overall LSE 
development. The structure that allowed experiential learning and mastery experiences, in a 
safe, supportive environment with adequate time for reflection was cited repeatedly as the 
single most important aspect of the program in developing overall confidence in leadership. 
Brenda felt that "the entire NELI experience has led me to deepen self-knowledge, self-trust, 
which has made my confidence grow." Nicole summarized the importance of the integrated 
program:  
I think all the formal program elements were necessary steps to inform me about different 
techniques and issues. Getting a chance to practice those techniques, be it in a pressure 
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situation (the scenario) and most especially to reflect individually as well as in our group 
provided insight and a sense of more confidence. 
Bonnie expanded on the importance of the shared experience to LSE development and the 
relationships that were inherent and integral to the integrated program:  
 Relationships are built on shared experience. The very nature of the institute (i.e., its 
intensity duration, structure) fostered an environment where relationships could be built 
very quickly. The opportunity to build relationships through group work, mentor meetings 
(i.e. on Monday), and extended breaks/lunches in a relatively risk-free environment was 
both enjoyable and affirming.  
Roberta elaborated on the importance of the relationships and the format of the program to 
her leadership confidence: "... the atmosphere here (close quarters, long days, a great group 
of people I trusted) made it harder to brush off compliments. I had to actually think that they 
might be TRUE [sic]. 
The intensity of the experience worked favourably for some participants but others found 
that it adversely affected confidence. The depth and breadth of the experience highlighted 
the complexity of leadership that was daunting to some participants. 
The entirety of the experience highlighted how far I have to go. I'd say it shook my 
confidence in that I now have a bigger sense of everything I need to learn or do to be an 
effective and successful leader, and am critical and aware of where I fall short (Hanna).  
However, Hanna added that: "I love creative problem solving, brainstorming, taking new 
risks and doing so as a team. The NEL experience has reaffirmed how important that is for 
leadership." Hanna's statement was indicative that the many positive aspects of the integrated 
program remediated the potential overwhelming aspects related to the inherent intensity.  
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While the intensity of the environment contributed to LSE, participants cited the time for 
reflection as equally important in developing confidence. Shirley explained that: "so many of 
the activities and situations allowed for self-reflection. It was great to have those 
opportunities and grab them when I felt able." and Haley confirmed that: "being away from 
my life and isolated, helped me to reflect - forced me to think about things." Equally 
important was the relatively safe and supportive environment that was created over the 
duration of the program. "Everything at NELI affected my confidence in better 
understanding my strengths! The supportive and safe environment here at NELI was 
essential to my growth in confidence..."(Nicole). Thus, the overall structure of the program, 
including the intensity, integration, support, safety and reflective components was important 
to the overall LSE development of participants.  
Northern Star case study 
Many participants suggested that the Northern Star case study had significant effects on 
their leadership confidence. The case study element provided participants with a chance to 
bring together and use the various leadership skills that they had practiced throughout the 
LDP in a simulated experience replete with stress and pressure to simulate a realistic work 
environment (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011). In describing the 
positive influence that the case had on her confidence Shirley alluded to the mastery 
experience inherent in the case and noted that: "I was given the opportunity to immediately 
apply what I had learned." Sandra explained the importance of the mastery experience in 
developing confidence in many aspects of leadership.  
Because I was given the opportunity to take on the leadership role I was able to practise 
all of the above skills. I was able to work out a group dynamic internally of who would be 
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good at what and actively listen when conflict arose. The greatest increase in confidence I 
gained from NELI was in providing feedback and dealing with conflict. 
Nicole echoed Sandra's comments but emphasized the importance of both practice and the 
stress and pressure that were created to make the situation more realistic: "Getting a chance 
to practice those techniques, be it in a pressure situation (the scenario) and most especially to 
reflect individually as well as in our group provided insight and a sense of more confidence." 
As discussed under Pressure, Stress, Celebration and Jubilation - Psychological and 
Affective States, stress and pressure were used to enhance the case environment and often 
cited by participants as a contributor to their leadership confidence development. Time 
restrictions, change and the pressure to perform created an environment that was stressful. 
The stress was exacerbated when conflict arose on teams and was not managed 
appropriately. Some teams worked through the conflict while others faced overwhelming 
stress as a result of conflict. The resulting stress had very differential effects on confidence. 
While Sandra had provided an example of how the stress, pressure and the ensuing conflict 
associated with the case had enhanced confidence, Nora had a different experience largely 
because of the stress created by unresolved conflict:  
The conflict that arose during the case study exercise affected my confidence in that I was 
unable to bring everyone quickly together. Even though I was not the team leader I have 
always been able to get everyone on task in the workplace. The case study project 
affected my confidence in my ability to resolve conflict... 
Similarly, a teammate of Nora, Hanna explained her frustration with the case study, the 
conflict and the misunderstandings that arose when a breakdown in communication 
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occurred: "What could be interpreted as stimulating idea sharing was interpreted as an attack 
- this is shaking my confidence, as my intent and how it was perceived are so far apart."  
The stress and pressure of the case study had both positive and negative impacts on LSE 
development. However, the case study was instrumental in bringing a variety of disparate 
leadership skills into an integrated whole that buoyed confidence in many participants. As 
Patsy noted her confidence was enhanced because "the group project definitely tested all of 
these skills as we worked through the issues." Delores explained how she was able to gain 
confidence in synthesizing and using a variety of leadership skills: 
The Northern Star project allowed me to really look at each team member's strengths and 
weaknesses. I feel that I was able to help others, and support them in challenging 
themselves through coaching and active listening and also through encouragement and 
acknowledgement. 
Mavis shared similar feelings as to how the case enhanced her confidence:  
Crafting a vision statement during the Northern Star exercise was a vital element in my 
NEL experience. I learned and came to rely upon the various strengths of my teammates 
to bring all of our ideas together. I feel more confident to approach/engage in creative 
stimulation exercises because I know that I can draw out everyone's ideas in a question 
role (ask good questions), reflecting ideas back to ensure understanding and manage 
dynamics to ensure bigger picture is achieved. 
Thus, the case study was the vehicle by which participants synthesized the various 
components of leadership into a cohesive whole. The process and the inherent opportunity to 
practice leadership in all of its dimensions were perceived to result in LSE development. 
Stress and pressure and the resulting conflict also had an effect on LSE, but it was 
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differential depending on the individuals and how the stress, pressure and conflict were 
experienced and managed.  
Conflict Management and Resolution 
As evident from the case study experience, confidence in one's ability to effectively 
manage conflict was an important element in LSE development. The theme and content 
related to conflict resolution was noted by many participants but generally as an area in 
which they were not confident, in spite of the NELI experience either because they did not 
encounter conflict in their teams or because when conflict was encountered it was not 
resolved appropriately. Harry explained: "There was no real conflict in my group.... I think 
conflict is an area I do not feel very confident. I avoid conflict and need to be able to engage 
into [sic] it more constructively." Agnes echoed Harry's thoughts and explained the 
importance of acquiring confidence in the area: "Conflict resolution skills - must get. [sic] (I 
didn't have much hostility in my group). My glass ceiling [sic]." Nora shared the impact of 
unresolved conflict: "The conflict that arose during the case study exercise affected my 
confidence in that I was unable to bring everyone quickly together." Others like Fritz 
acknowledged the importance of the material as a contribution to their tool kit but felt that 
their confidence would not be affected until they had an opportunity to use the material in a 
work environment. "My confidence for resolving conflict remains comparatively low until I 
am able to review the material and try to apply it" (Fritz).  
The participants who indicated an increase in confidence relative to conflict resolution not 
only had multiple opportunities to practice resolving conflict in their teams but were 
successful in doing so. These participants identified not only increased confidence but 
believed that the experience would have lasting benefits and transferability to the work 
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environment. Noreen provided an explanation as to how mastery experiences, vicarious 
learning and guidance from mentors enhanced her confidence in conflict resolution:  
Our group had a number of instances where we had to resolve conflict. This was very 
useful to me as someone who avoids conflict. Carefully working through steps we 
learned, along with the support of our mentors allowed me to observe and participate in 
what I think were successful examples of conflict resolution. As a result, while I would 
still characterize myself as a conflict avoider, I have much more confidence in this area. 
Conflict resolution and management was an aspect of leadership where the previous 
experiences of some participants had adversely affected their confidence. For some of these 
participants the mastery experiences at NELI were sufficient to raise or restore confidence in 
the area such that the effects were deemed to be lasting, for others, even repeated exposure to 
conflict and success in conflict resolution was not enough to significantly alter their 
confidence. Sandra shared that "the greatest challenge I have had in the workplace is dealing 
with conflict." She added that: "the greatest increase in confidence I gained from NELI was 
in providing feedback and dealing with conflict. First of all I found that I was not alone in 
this, but second I believe that NELI has provided me with a tool kit for dealing with this 
better and more directly." Other participants like Sally acknowledged the importance of 
multiple conflict resolution experiences but confided some lingering doubt in her abilities 
given her difficulties with conflict resolution in past:  
Working in a smaller group provided multiple experiences to discuss resolving conflict - 
which was very useful. Every time we "stormed" a bit, we stepped back, analyzed, and 
kept going. Conflict management is where I feel the most weakness, but only because I 
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manage some kind of conflict almost daily (at work), and often deal with the same issues 
again and again, so they're obviously not being resolved. 
Conflict management and resolution was deemed by the participants to be an important 
skill even though not all the participants felt confident in their abilities therein. While the 
past experiences of some of the participants created a confidence deficit, those that 
experienced conflict in their teams were given an opportunity to develop lasting confidence 
when they used the tools and techniques presented to successfully manage conflict. For those 
who avoided conflict or were not afforded the experience, there was little effect on 
confidence. 
Power and Influence, Leading Change 
Power and Influence and Leading Change, were two distinct program elements neither of 
which had a directly related active learning component, apart from the case study, (E. B. 
Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011) but which had similar effects on 
confidence development. For both program elements vicarious learning derived from expert 
facilitation as well as a supportive professional environment were instrumental in confidence 
development. Because both were conceptual presentations, reflective time and the 
development of a take home tool kit were also cited as relevant to confidence development.  
Unlike most other program elements, many participants attributed their gains in 
knowledge and confidence to the credibility, reputation and professional expertise of the 
program leaders. This expert facilitation resulted in vicarious learning and LSE 
development. For example Roberta explained: "Leader 1's talk about politics and networking 
was a real revelation to me, because sometimes I thing strategically like that... and frankly I 
was a little worried my behavior was weird or calculating." Others like Shirley, Sandra and 
Harry were profoundly affected because the stories that Leader 1 shared changed their 
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perceptions and their confidence: "The stories of how making connections to/in the political 
sphere really affected me - I'd never thought that way before" (Shirley). Sandra thought that 
"Leader 1's session on influence was very insightful. I don't think it was new knowledge to 
me, but it did really hit me upside the head. I should be making much more effort in my 
community to get involved..." Similarly, Harry was inspired and had the confidence to 
engage as a leader: "Leader 1's talk on political involvement encouraged and inspired me to 
get involved myself and that this would be useful avenue for change." Continuing the theme 
of inspirational motivation and confidence Penny concluded: "...the lecture given was very 
inspiring." The importance of this inspirational, vicarious opportunity to confidence was best 
summarized by Judy: "Leader 1's experience is valuable and while many of us know of his 
achievements it was very helpful to hear about his strategies for success."  
Nancy revealed similar experiences but acknowledged it was the interrelationship of other 
content as well as the expert facilitation that made a difference: "Definitely Leader 1's 
session on Power and Influence made me thing about ways to influence outside the library. 
My whole experience at NELI overall increased my confidence in building networks and 
relationships." Conversely, Olive felt that the Power and Influence session increased her 
confidence in various related areas: "The Power and Influence session, in particular, 
increased my confidence in networking, building relationships and communicating."  
The session on Leading Change also benefited from expert facilitation, albeit not only by 
the session leader but by mentors, leaders and sponsors who provided credible vicarious 
learning opportunities. Mavis shared how her confidence developed: 
Hearing people's stories about how they were dealing with change at their workplaces - 
the challenges they've encountered and how they dealt with the situations were very 
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helpful and made me realize that I have a network of colleagues and mentors I can turn to 
when next faced with this challenge. Based on the various teamwork experiences/tasks, I 
feel more self-confident to lead change, especially armed with some of the theoretical 
work on change (from lecture). 
The comment made by Mavis also suggested that the acquired confidence was connected to 
knowing that she would have the support and tools when she needed them to lead change at 
some point in the future. Brenda also gained confidence with the knowledge that she would 
be able to transfer the skills to her workplace: 
I feel that I will be able to use these techniques to lead the change process in my 
organization in a more positive and efficient way... The individual meetings with 
mentors/leaders/sponsors also helped me think differently about specific ways of leading 
change within the profession (research, publishing, association work). 
Not only was vicarious learning important to confidence, but social persuasion had a 
significant effect on leading change in particular. Mentors, leaders, sponsors and other 
participants formed a supportive community who provided social persuasion through 
feedback and advice. For example Felicia explained the importance of the supportive 
professional community:  
I certainly have greater confidence in being able to lead change now. Why? Because I feel 
part of a greater community [sic]. Before NELI I felt pretty isolated. Now I believe I have 
a support circle. I know that even great Leaders (mentors) I met here have doubts, and it 
is OK. 
Similarly, Jordan felt confidence was enhanced by both the formal and informal activities 
where feedback, advice and idea sharing took place:  
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The Birds of a Feather event organized a table on leading change in which I participated: 
this was a worthwhile discussion to have. Similarly, the talks (individual) I had with 
mentors on Monday afternoon was [sic] quite useful in envisioning change for the future. 
Personalizing NELI and allowing for personal differences is an excellent way of making 
the institute applicable to everyday life. 
Other participants felt that they had the knowledge and skills prior to NELI but social 
persuasion was instrumental in reinforcing the skills, thus affecting confidence: 
Through the interactions and conversations that I had with mentors and participants, I 
realized that I actually have been equipped well to lead the change process. The program 
provides me the opportunity to confirm my skills and knowledge and that help me be 
more confident in playing my role in my workplace (Penny). 
Because the Leading Change section was a conceptual section without practice or directly 
connected active learning opportunities, some participants believed that the section provided 
content for a tool kit but acknowledged the importance of reflection in developing 
confidence in the area. Delores explained the complex process of developing confidence:  
I am feeling both less confident and more confident in my ability to lead change. The 
tools from NELI, particularly the group work, showed me that people will be willing to 
follow me or allow me to lead (especially in the absence of other voices). However, I 
have had a lot of time for self-reflection and am less sure in my ability to lead change in 
myself. I also feel more confident in my ability to see where change is needed. 
Other participants also alluded to the complexity of building confidence and felt that more 
reflection was needed before they could feel confident in the areas. For example, Erin 
acknowledged some gains in confidence but also noted the need for more reflection before 
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the skills could be applied: “I also realized I need to reflect more about my ability to 
influence how I want that to work for me. I feel that NELI increased my confidence in my 
ability to influence those inside and outside the library.” Peggy agreed that reflection and 
practice were necessary as she was “still rather intimidated by the idea of influence outside 
the organization, but I do feel that I can work on it and improve.”  
Others noted that the vicarious learning, social persuasion, reflection and tools were 
important to confidence. However, adverse prior experiences were difficult to overcome. 
Cindy shared:  
I feel I have acquired a new vocabulary and conceptual approach to leading change … 
and this makes me somewhat more confident than before. The lecture presentations, team 
work project and mentor one on one's were most helpful with this. I did have some 
experience with these concepts before, but having explored them in library contexts was 
helpful. However, most of what impacts my ability to realize these things in my position 
is my organization's current structure and culture, which is challenging at the moment and 
resistant to change. 
For some participants discussing how to use power and influence or to lead change or 
hearing examples of how leaders and mentors exerted influence or led change was enough to 
build their confidence, but for others the lack of opportunities to practice the skills or to 
build a tool kit adversely affected their confidence. Bonnie was frank in her assessment and 
said that she was “not confident negotiating power structures (formal and informal) outside 
of the Institute.” Aileen also thought that she was “not confident – finding the confidence to 
make external connections (such as political) and influence others, especially those outside 
of libraries.” With respect to leading change, Jack explained: “…the qualities …were not 
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covered in any depth. I think that these latter ones will need to be developed more 
thoroughly on my own before I would claim confidence.” 
Expert facilitation, vicarious learning, social persuasion, opportunities for reflection and 
building a tool kit contributed to confidence gains in exerting power and influence and 
leading change for many participants. However, the lack of practise time restricted the gains 
achieved. For others, the lack of active learning and the need for more reflection impaired 
confidence development and transferability. Adverse prior experience in these areas also 
limited the degree to which confidence was developed in some instances. Confidence gains 
were acknowledged, however the transferability to other external environments was limited 
by the recollections of unfavourable previous experiences.  
Understanding Oneself 
Participants perceived that their leadership confidence was enhanced through a better 
understanding of themselves. In understanding themselves, they recognized that they also 
understood others better. Because relationship development is an integral part of leadership, 
the content on the Myers Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and the Stengthfinder tool was 
important in developing LSE. Participants cited the focus on strengths as opposed to 
weaknesses, the increased self-awareness, the enhanced understanding of others, and the 
integration and ordering of this content with the other program content as reasons why it was 
effective in increasing leadership confidence. Like the sections on Power and Influence and 
Leading Change, they also indicated that the expert facilitation differentiated this experience 
from others and that the ability to build a leadership tool kit from the content gave them 
confidence that they would have the tools when they needed them.  
The self-awareness tools, the MBTI and Stengthfinder, provided participants with a 
source of confidence from knowing themselves and understanding how to achieve specific 
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leadership behaviours. Many linked the self-discovery process to new found confidence. 
Olive explained the effect that the content had on her development: “Knowing myself better 
eliminates some obstacles to leading with confidence.” Then she added: “I understand my 
strengths - but after NELI, I feel more confident in using them in the right ways.” Similarly, 
Brenda emphasized the relative importance of this content as she shared:  
 MBTI and StrengthsFinder were the best two things I've ever done. It's like the light has 
been switched on - I have these preferences and strengths and I bring these things to my 
community. The entire NELI experience has led me to deepen self- knowledge and self-
trust, which has made my confidence grow. 
Several participants suggested that their leadership confidence grew not only because they 
understood themselves better but because they understood others better and understanding 
others was essential to leadership. For example, Jane indicated that: “the StrengthsFinder and 
MBTI helped me understand more how others work. It [sic] gives me the confidence and the 
willingness to take risk and encourage teamwork in using the strength of all the members of 
my team (at work).” Jane hinted at the importance of transferability of the content and 
understanding others in the work environment, and Mavis supported that argument.  
The MBTI and StrengthsFinder exercises and lecture made an important impact on my 
confidence. Plus it's given me the knowledge to think more about where my colleagues at 
work are coming from and how I can help them discover and work with their strengths 
(Mavis). 
Not everyone felt that the content enhanced their leadership confidence. Some professed 
that they had previous knowledge and confidence in the area and others were sceptical of the 
process or results. In explaining why his confidence had not changed, Frank suggested that: 
292 
	
“knowing myself has always been a major strength of mine as I tend to be an introspective 
person.” A few others like Noella and Sandra were sceptical about the process and results. 
Noella linked her scepticism to her lack of confidence in the area: 
The Meyers Briggs results affected my confidence for sure. I did not agree with what I 
was reading and I was between denying and try to really understand. Also, one of my 
mentors was really stuck with my Meyers Briggs type and it was kind of frustrating. 
Sandra provided an explanation for her scepticism 
I often feel that though things like Myers Briggs or the StrengthsFinder profile we get our 
assessments and then we place ourselves in a BOX… While I think knowing yourself is 
helpful, I sometimes question how much it influences you in a certain direction or limits 
your potential by confining us to a type. In this way I suppose I found myself limited in 
working on strengths outside my "Glass box" and felt an increased reluctance to take on 
those tasks. One of these tasks was leading change by envisioning the future. 
Although not everyone benefited from the content and exercises related to knowing 
oneself, many found that their confidence was increased because the content related to self-
awareness was integrated and applied to other aspects of leadership discussed throughout 
NELI. For example, Olive noted that “perhaps the best confidence booster was identifying 
personal qualities that I can channel into communication, vision, enthusiasm, and 
motivation.” Others like Jack and Felicia valued the integration afforded by the team 
structure, mentors and the incorporation of feedback and reflection. Jack attributed his gains 
in confidence to the integrated process that “provided knowledge of my own strengths 
through MBTI and StrengthsFinder, group and mentor feedback and self-reflection.” Felicia 
echoed:  
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I enjoyed doing strengths exercise. It was an "Aha" moment for me. I was happy to try 
some of the things I've learned in a group work. I was excited to get feedback from 
mentors and gain a better insight into understanding myself with their help.  
Integration of the self-awareness content with other content was clearly important for many 
participants. However, Jordan felt that the integration was not strong enough and as a result 
confidence growth was inhibited. He said that: “…understanding strengths may not have 
been as strong of a component is it should have been. Strengths should become an integral 
part of team work and mentors should ensure that participants work to their strengths while 
growing in areas they can control” (Jordan). 
For some participants, immediate gains in confidence from the content were not apparent 
but rather they attributed their confidence to the knowledge that they would have a tool kit to 
use after NELI. Sally explained what she learned and then how she would use them at some 
future point: “I feel much more self-aware now than I did last week. Doing MBTI, talking 
about it in depth, and working with a whole group of people who were all trying to become 
more self-aware taught me a lot.” She added: “I've learned more strategies for my tool kit to 
manage my introversion, and hope I can carry it home.” 
The expert facilitation of the self-awareness content was often cited as the reason the 
material was useful and confidence building. Irene shared: “I am so grateful to have had the 
opportunity to do so many personality tests. Myers Briggs was spot on and L2’s breakdown 
of the types and his thorough explanations made it even more meaningful.” This was also an 
area where many participants acknowledged some prior experience but also some pre-
existing scepticism. The expert facilitation mitigated the scepticism and was essential to the 
gains in confidence that many participants experienced. Bonnie explained:  
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Having completed MBTI and similar exercises in the past (with contradictory results), I 
was very sceptical of self-awareness techniques emanating from the business world. 
However, the tools that were chosen for NELI were useful. The MBTI was delivered in a 
way that was informative…  
In explaining how his confidence was enhanced, Fritz confirmed the importance of the 
expert facilitation:  
The Myers Briggs session and strengths session were probably the most useful to me in 
this area - on appreciating various styles, abilities, etc. in others. But I attribute that to L2 
and the time devoted to the depth of analysis. I have been to sessions on these kinds of 
topics before, but never understood them so well.  
The content on self-awareness generally had a significant impact on LSE. Expert 
facilitation was important in not only conveying the content but in removing pre-existing 
scepticism in some individuals which was essential if the content were to have an effect on 
confidence. The integration and connection of the self-awareness content to other program 
elements resulted in confidence in various aspects of leadership. The use of structural 
elements like teamwork, mentors and feedback reinforced the self-awareness content. The 
overall effect of the content and the future application was best summarized by Betsy:  
“… the MBTI …will help me truly understand peoples' motivations, drive etc. These 
things will be the foundations of how I approach mentoring, coaching, feedback, and 
having a greater understanding of how/why they work is an incredible confidence booster. 
I think all aspects of NELI played a role in boosting my confidence in knowing myself, 
but certainly the MBTI and StrengthsFinder exercises were extremely helpful in learning 
and recognizing my strengths.  
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Active Listening, Communication, Networking, Visioning, Leadership Development 
Plan 
These elements have been discussed together because participants attributed the same 
factors in each of the elements to their confidence development. Many participants credited 
the repeated opportunities to practice the skills in a variety of situations with differing 
degrees of difficulty, mastery experiences, to their growth in confidence in the various 
aspects of leadership. Fritz explained the importance of repeated opportunities to practice: 
"The network session in Calgary was very important to me. I tried many of the methods this 
week, and pushed myself to be more open to others rather than selective about who [sic] I 
choose to relate with." Similarly, Judy suggested that she gained confidence in "Active 
Listening - experiential learning [sic] and then applying that throughout the institute." Some 
participants had previous experience with a skill, but the opportunity to practice enhanced 
confidence. "Reminders about active listening (this was a review of the topic for me) also 
helped me build this skill and therefore my confidence around it" (Noreen). Practising the 
skills in a challenging environment and in many diverse situations also enhanced confidence. 
For example, Noella described how achieving success in difficult situations affected the 
growth in her confidence:  
Definitely, the vision exercise has been important for me. It has been the most challenging 
for me, but also for our team I think. We spoke about that after and we think that the 
process we went through was a good learning experience for all of us.  
Confidence was also acquired through the diversity of the experiences as Helen noted: "I did 
have the opportunity to practice my networking skills in a variety of situations and with 
individuals from a variety of backgrounds." The power of the mastery experiences was best 
summarized in the comments made by Brenda relative to communication "I did it here - I 
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can do it again" and in reference to the Leadership Development Plan "Going through this 
exercise helped me to envision my future and the contributions/changes I want to make and 
with this focus my confidence is 100% that I can do it." 
While mastery experiences were critical to the development of confidence for many 
participants, some felt that their confidence benefitted from the interactions with mentors, 
leaders and other participants and the positive feedback and social persuasion they received 
in these areas. For example, both Jane and Irene shared how others helped increase their 
respective confidence in networking. "All the formal and informal meeting with the 
participants, mentors and vendors helped me realize that it's easy to do networking and build 
strong relationships with others beyond the walls of my library" (Jane). "The formal and 
informal opportunities to speak with the mentors as well as other participants with the norm 
of handing out business cards and showing interest in the other's life and experiences was 
priceless and gave me networking confidence and skills I will try to continue to practice 
throughout my career" (Irene).  
Social persuasion in the form of feedback was important to developing confidence in 
Active Listening for Della: "I was told by my team members that the feedback I gave was 
useful to them, and therefore this raised my confidence in my ability to support others 
through feedback and active listening." Similarly, Roberta found that "the amazing feedback 
I received about my presentation skills informed to me completely that I can communicate 
well - and that gave me a lot of confidence, too." Jack explained how his confidence in his 
career planning was garnered through social persuasion:  
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Both the work done beforehand and at NELI began a rather intense journey both of who I 
am and what I hope to accomplish in my career. Being able to talk with mentors was 
especially rewarding. I believe that I am much more confident of how to move forward. 
Even those participants who felt confident in areas prior to participation in NELI still 
enhanced their confidence through social persuasion and vicarious experiences. Agnes 
acknowledged that she "knew the value of development plans before, but now have 
confidence to raise the bar on potential accomplishments from feedback by mentors whom I 
respect, affirming I have the potential [sic]. Delores explained: "Even though I was very 
confident in my ability to talk to people, network, garner trust etc. before NELI, I think just 
being around this group of people and hearing about their lives, has given me an extra boost 
in confidence."  
Others yet attributed their increased confidence to the belief that they had acquired a 
portfolio of leadership knowledge about the requisite skills that could be deployed at some 
future date when needed. For example, Sally's comments suggested that she had reinforced 
existing knowledge and skills that she would use in the future:" I'm looking forward to 
exploring the power of active listening. I've known about it for a long time, but stopped 
using it as an effective communication tool." Both Hanna and Fritz also anticipated future 
experiences where they could deploy the new knowledge and skills: "In general, I am 
thinking much more about planning for development and digging deeper to self-examine" 
(Hanna) and "I hope that I will be a better communicator. I certainly did learn a lot about my 
personal communication style..."(Fritz). Jean exemplified the participants who observed 
activities and gained new knowledge but who admitted that they did not increase their 
confidence in doing so. Jean instead advised that:" I will be prioritizing networking and 
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finding some strong mentors." She went on to say that she was "not confident developing a 
clear vision and trusting that it's the right one." 
Rather than explaining how they engaged with the content and citing experiences as 
instrumental in confidence development, some of these participants instead shared what they 
observed or what knowledge they gained and discussed how the observations and knowledge 
acquisition affected confidence development. For example, Nancy indicated that "knowing 
now how important it is to have a shared vision and shared values ... will be very helpful in 
supporting people." Jane also thought her confidence came from new understandings: "The 
Visioning and Motivation and Power and Influence helped me understand that I can 
communicate the vision and goals of my organisation with people outside my organisation." 
Again, Nicole focused on the observations and acquisition of knowledge: "The simple 
techniques for networking and relationship building were excellent and formed a firm 
foundation for my growing confidence in this area." Marie too attributed the enhanced 
understanding to greater confidence: "I'm more confident I think because I understand that 
bringing other people onside isn't just a magical thing that happens via sheer force of 
personality. I see that there are concrete steps I can take to ensure that people feel ownership 
on a project."  
Finally, some participants acknowledged that the development of confidence in these 
areas was an ongoing journey; one that NELI advanced but which was not complete. Marie 
confided: "I'm still struggling with the career development plan, but I had some good talks 
with University Librarians about that. It's a work in progress." In describing her confidence 
in Networking, Agnes shared that:  
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It's still hard but it is easier to at least talk to anybody sitting next to me, introduce myself 
and ask about them. This isn't natural to me and will require much practice, but constantly 
meeting new people here in intensive immersion has shown me I can and if I screw up, I 
can laugh at it.  
Betsy also explained the emergence of her confidence: "I have definitely started to see the 
genuine value of networking. I will not be as tentative about sharing my card (and by 
extension, myself) with others." Sally described her ongoing growth in confidence as it 
related to leadership development planning: "Putting together my 5-year plan also made me 
think about ways to apply what we learned to my current job, and my life. I'm more sure of 
my abilities now than I was a week ago." She added: "When I came, I had no idea where I 
wanted to go, and couldn't have written a development plan ..." All of these participants had 
gained confidence in specific aspects of leadership but recognized that they had more work 
to do before they felt completely confident.  
In summary, participants had identified the content elements Active Listening, 
Communication, Networking, Visioning and the preparation of a Leadership Development 
Plan as having influenced their LSE development overall and in particular in these 
leadership skill areas. Common to all of these elements were the explanations as to why and 
how confidence was affected. Engagement in repeated mastery experiences, learning from 
mentors and others, social persuasion in the form of feedback all contributed to the 
acquisition of LSE for many participants. However, some suggested that their confidence 
was enhanced because these content elements provided them with the necessary knowledge 
and skill to build a leadership tool kit that they could try or use at some future time. Others 
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yet acknowledged that they were not completely confident of their leadership abilities but 
had progressed to varying degrees in their development. 
The qualitative content analysis provided insights as to why the 18 specific content and 
structural elements that were identified by the most participants as being important to the 
development of their LSE were relevant. Most findings revealed how the elements enhanced 
LSE. Others provided insights as to where the elements failed to support LSE development. 
In all instances the findings were intended to address specific program elements identified in 
the quantitative content analysis rather than look across the entire program. 
 
5.3.3. Thematic Analysis  
The qualitative content analysis thus far has been focused on understanding what 
attributes made specific NELI content and structural elements important to LSE 
development in the research participants. The analysis parsed data relevant to individual 
content and structural elements to examine the specificities of those attributes. However, to 
understand the effect on LSE by the development intervention as an entity, it was important 
to view the data more wholistically and look through the data for common themes that 
emanated across content areas and participants. Five themes emerged from the analysis: 
1. It's Not Just the Content but the Whole Experience  
2. Focus on Strengths not Weaknesses - Strengths  
3. Practice Makes Perfect - Repetition, Feedback and Reflection 
4. Continuous and Continuing Professional Support 
5. The Essential but Complex Role of Mentors and Faculty 
While the themes appear to have mirrored some of the attribute related findings, each of the 
five themes have been derived without regard to specific elements. For example, while the 
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StrengthsFinder tool was an important aspect of the program content related to 
Understanding Oneself, the theme Focus on Strengths not Weaknesses had a broader 
perspective applicable to many aspects of the program and to LSE in general. Each of the 
five themes provided unique insights relative to LSE development in an LDP.  
It's Not Just the Content but the Whole Experience 
Rarely did participants mention a specific content or structural element in isolation but 
rather in the context of a multi-faceted experience. Even when asked about specific program 
elements, most participants were quick to clarify that while certain elements had effects on 
components of their LSE, it was the interplay of all or many of the program elements that 
affected not only individual components of LSE but their overall LSE. For example, Brenda 
commented that: "the entire NELI experience has lead me to deepen self-knowledge, self-
trust, which has made my confidence grow." Fritz was equally clear that it was the total 
program that ultimately affected his confidence in key areas: "I am definitely a better team 
member because of the total program at NELI."  
As was evident from the content analysis of specific items, participants had attributed 
some program elements to their LSE development, however often these elements were 
singled out in comments about the total program. In other instances, participants acquired 
confidence in specific leadership skills because of the entire experience. For example, when 
identifying areas in which she gained LSE, Olive singled out the relationship with mentors 
as significant to the development of her confidence, but as an important aspect of the overall 
experience: "The overall experience; observing others and Northern Reflections, speaking 
with mentors, etc., stimulated my confidence in risk-taking, garnering trust, and staying 
persistent." Similarly, Shirley identified reflection as critical to her LSE development but it 
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was the whole program that provided the fodder for reflection and opportunities to reflect. 
When asked about what contributed to her confidence, Shirley responded: "Everything! So 
many of the activities and situations allowed for self- reflection. It was great to have those 
opportunities and grab them when I felt able." 
When E. B. Ingles (personal communication, June 2, 2010) explained NELI, he surmised 
that it was the coming together of the entire experience or the gestalt that brought about 
change in LSE, rather than individual program components (Romaniuk, 2008). Participants 
like Roberta confirmed the effect of the entire program: 
I think I do brush off compliments a lot at home, but the atmosphere here (close quarters, 
long days, a great group of people I trusted) made it harder to brush off compliments. I 
had to actually think that they might be TRUE.  
Noella conveyed the difficulty in identifying particular elements that contributed to her 
confidence but rather attributed newfound confidence to the entirety of the program:  
The networking session at the Airport Hotel has been great to build relationships ... The 
fact that we share rooms is also another opportunity to "learn"... All the formal and 
informal networking opportunities have been good to build relationships ... Working in 
teams have been the opportunity to challenge values, consistency, trust, There has [sic] 
been so many situations that affected my confidence with all these issues that it's really 
difficult to point one.  
As evidenced from Noella's comments, the theme also emerged in the context of 
relationships. Many participants noted the importance of relationships to leadership and felt 
that LSE was derived from successfully building and maintaining relationships during NELI. 
For example, Della commented that: "NELI drove home the importance of building and 
303 
	
keeping relationships." However, it was the whole of the experience that facilitated the 
formation of relationships. Bonnie explained: 
Relationships are built on shared experience. The very nature of the institute (i.e., its 
intensity duration, structure) fostered an environment where relationships could be built 
very quickly. The opportunity to build relationships through group work, mentor meetings 
(i.e. on Monday), and extended breaks/lunches in a relatively risk-free environment was 
both enjoyable and affirming.  
LSE was contingent on the gestalt of the program, not simply the content delivered or 
situation created by individual structural elements. While important, individual content 
elements alone were not perceived to have developed overall LSE. Thus, the interplay of the 
content, the structure and the overall environment was critical to the development of LSE. 
Focus on Strengths not Weaknesses 
At the onset of NELI, participants were introduced to the content related to 
Understanding Oneself, including the StrengthsFinder tool that helped participants identify 
their individual strengths. The initial focus on strengths was maintained throughout NELI. 
Social persuasion in the form of mentor and program faculty interactions, and interventions 
which included the provision of feedback, career advice and leadership guidance etc., all 
focused on strengths. The acknowledgement of participant strengths was also important to 
the functionality of teams, engagement in active learning opportunities and ultimately overall 
LSE development.  
Starting with the StrengthsFinder exercises, participants explained how the emphasis on 
using strengths rather than targeting weaknesses in developing leadership skills was 
important to their overall confidence. Brenda explained that "the MBTI/StrengthsFinder 
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were the best two things I've ever done. It's like light has been switched on..." Similarly, 
Olive shared how the knowledge of her strengths affected her confidence in leadership: "By 
coming to this understanding, I have eliminated self-imposed obstacles to career 
development." She added: "Perhaps the best confidence booster was identifying personal 
qualities that I can channel into communication, vision, enthusiasm, and motivation"(Olive). 
Delores professed confidence in certain aspects of leadership but found that the focus on 
strengths was an important outcome of NELI that would change her ongoing behaviour: "I 
think overall NELI solidified what I already knew about myself. ...gave me greater insight 
into why I am the way I am and will allow me to appreciate my strengths and not focus on 
my weaknesses." 
The feedback that was provided to participants by leaders and mentors also emphasized 
the importance of strengths, rather than concentrating on weaknesses. "Team mentors and 
team feedback: focused on strengths more than weaknesses. Very uplifting and helped me to 
understand my unique strengths within the group" (Jane). Likewise Frank shared that: 
"Mentors and team members affirmed gifts/strengths of mine and it was very encouraging to 
me." As noted previously, Frank also acknowledged the strengths based peer feedback and 
suggested that: "Being part of a supportive team who affirmed my gifts and showed their 
appreciation for what I brought to the table was a key aspect of helping me overcome fears 
about my abilities." 
The theme was also derived from activities and attitudes that affirmed the legitimacy of 
the participants. The focus on participant attributes and the unquestioning acceptance of the 
individuals manifested itself as an emphasis on strengths. For example, Peggy shared:  
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Yes! I was pretty self-aware concerning my weaknesses and faults before I came. And I 
was expecting that NELI would help me to find and understand the next weakness that I 
would tackle. Instead I found that people really do see a lot of potential and talent in me... 
This was mainly through conversations with mentors and participants, both formal and 
informal. 
Betsy expressed similar sentiments: 
It wasn't until we got into our first few sessions when we were assured that we were not 
'frauds' that it started to sink in - I earned my place here, and it's because people I know 
and work with truly feel that I have leadership potential. Acknowledging that and truly 
taking it to heart were probably the biggest confidence boosters. All the mentors and 
conveners treated us as the genuine future of this profession without question from the 
start... 
While many of the participants expected that the program would emphasize the mitigation 
of leadership weaknesses, they concurred that they attained greater gains in confidence 
because of the concentration on strengths. Thus, the focus on strengths was a form of social 
persuasion that was effective in instilling LSE in participants. It also represented an 
acceptance by mentors and program faculty and an affirmation of the participant's legitimacy 
as leaders.  
Practice Makes Perfect - Repetition, Feedback and Reflection 
Irrespective of the content element or structural attribute, the participants agreed that 
experiential learning and the repeated opportunities to practise what was learned were 
critical to confidence development. Participants valued not only the experiential learning, but 
the multiple instances in which they attempted to use skills, garnered feedback from mentors 
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and peers and then reflected on the performance and feedback. When participants did not 
have an opportunity to practise a skill their LSE in that area was not developed or was 
impaired. The progression of difficulty or challenge was also important. Repeated 
opportunities to try a skill in progressively challenging situations were seen as contributing 
to LSE. Moreover, LSE was enhanced when an individual practised a specific skill, received 
feedback and reflected upon the experience and then progressed to additional practice 
opportunities or situations that required multiple skills culminating in the Northern Star case 
study which was referred to by participants as the Northern Star project, the case, the group 
project, the scenario or the team exercise.  
Judy suggested that not only the repetition of a skill but the commitment of team 
members to avail themselves of the practice opportunities contributed to LSE development. 
She explained what affected her confidence: "Active listening - experiential learning and 
then applying that throughout institute" (Judy). Then she clarified as to why the active 
learning opportunities were successful: "Our group dynamic. We had a supportive group that 
committed to practicing what we learned with each other throughout NELI ..." (Judy).  
Challenge and gradients of increasing difficulty were created in practice scenarios when 
either the situation or the individuals involved changed. The Northern Star case also created 
a challenging opportunity to develop a variety of skills. Fritz and Helen contextualized the 
practice environment. "The network session in Calgary was very important to me. I tried 
many of the methods this week, and pushed myself to be more open to others rather than 
selective about who I chose to relate with" (Fritz). Helen noted: "I did have the opportunity 
to practice my networking skills in a variety of situations and with individuals from a variety 
of backgrounds." Mavis provided another example of the benefits of repetition: 
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I gained a great deal of confidence from engaging in the feedback process many times 
throughout NEL. I've come to really appreciate how powerful it is to encourage others, to 
listen - and I mean really listen - to their concerns, their feedback - both verbal and from 
body language.  
Delores explained how the case provided the culminating opportunity to practice content and 
a set of leadership skills that contributed to her overall LSE:  
The Northern Star project allowed me to really look at each team member's strengths and 
weaknesses. I feel that I was able to help others, and support them in challenging 
themselves through coaching and active listening and also through encouragement and 
acknowledgement. 
Sandra, a team leader, felt that the case gave her the opportunity to practise all the skills 
particularly giving feedback, in an environment that was made more challenging because of 
the conflict that arose. She shared:  
Because I was given the opportunity to take on the leadership role I was able to practise 
all of the above skills. I was able to work out a group dynamic internally of who would be 
good at what and actively listen when conflict arose. The greatest increase in confidence I 
gained from NELI was in providing feedback and dealing with conflict. 
Some of the participants suggested that the repetitive instances of either providing or 
receiving feedback were instrumental in their LSE development. For example, Roberta 
indicated that: "I was able to give and receive a lot of feedback and that made me more 
confident about doing it in the future." Nicole found that not only the repetition but the 
subsequent reflection on the feedback experience were important: "The formal program 
elements around active listening and feedback were good refreshers but the chance to 
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practice it in a safe environment and to reflect on it were crucial to my confidence." Nicole 
reiterated the importance of a challenging environment in which to practise and for the 
inclusion of feedback and reflection in the process:  
I think all the formal program elements were necessary steps to inform me about different 
techniques and issues. Getting a chance to practice those techniques, be it in a pressure 
situation (the scenario) and most especially to reflect individually as well as in our group 
provided insight and a sense of more confidence. 
Noreen provided further support for the importance of the process that included practice, 
feedback and reflection and more practice. She explained: 
Our group had a number of instances where we had to resolve conflict. This was very 
useful to me as someone who avoids conflict. Carefully working through steps we 
learned, along with the support of our mentors allowed me to observe and participate in 
what I think were successful examples of conflict resolution. As a result, while I would 
still characterize myself as a conflict avoider, I have much more confidence in this area. 
The importance of practice was made clear by participants who did not have an 
opportunity to practise a particular skill such as conflict resolution. Harry shared: "I think 
conflict is an area I do not feel very confident. I avoid conflict and need to be able to engage 
into it more constructively." Roberta also suggested that she was not confident in her conflict 
resolution skills and attributed this lack of confidence to an inability to practice. "... my team 
was also pretty exceptionally amazing, so we had little real conflict" (Roberta). This was in 
contrast with areas such as feedback where Roberta had practiced and was confident. 
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Continuous and Continuing Professional Support 
Throughout the NELI experience participants had the support of a professional 
community consisting of their mentors, program faculty and peers. The support was ongoing 
and continuous throughout the institute and was evidenced by vicarious learning 
opportunities, feedback and other forms of social persuasion such as discussion, advice and 
career guidance. Many participants cited this realm of professional support as an important 
factor in their LSE development. Moreover, many participants attributed an increase in 
confidence to the knowledge that the support from the professional community would endure 
beyond the institute. The knowledge that the mentors and other members of the professional 
community would be a continuing source of advice, guidance and leadership modelling was 
akin to having a perpetual resource that would be available when they needed to engage in 
the various aspects of leadership. In essence, the participants saw the supportive professional 
community as a leadership safety net.  
The supportive environment was particularly important when participants were 
attempting new skills and behaviours. Brenda noted that "having the opportunity to network 
with my peers and learn about networking in a safe environment has shown me how easy 
and effective it is and I will continue to practice this skill." Irene elaborated with another 
example:  
The formal and informal opportunities to speak with the mentors as well as other 
participants with the norm of handing out business cards and showing interest in the 
other's life and experiences was priceless and gave me networking confidence and skills I 
will try to continue to practice throughout my career. 
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The supportive professional community at NELI fostered risk taking and personal growth 
that led to increased confidence as a leader. Roberta shared her experience:  
What the most valuable thing that happened at NELI for me was that I was surrounded by 
people in the same profession who are all unfailingly supportive. It inspired me to try 
things out and take more risks here than I might, usually and it also inspired me to be that 
supportive of others. 
Agnes also believed the professional support that she felt facilitated her personal 
development. When responding to questions about what enhanced her confidence she 
responded: "Feedback sessions with group and mentors. Honestly stating my weakness to 
perfect strangers (and surviving that risk) and having kind and honest feedback" (Agnes).  
When mentors and peers shared their life stories and created a vicarious learning opportunity 
the atmosphere of support was further enhanced. Delores explained:  
Even though I was very confident in my ability to talk to people, network, garner trust etc. 
before NELI, I think just being around this group of people and hearing about their lives, 
have given me an extra boost in confidence. Knowing that what I say has value to people 
this accomplished, is a gift. 
The confidence of many participants was buoyed by the knowledge that the support of the 
professional community would endure beyond NELI. Nicole provided insights as to why the 
ongoing support was critical to maintain the momentum for growth as a leader:  
The supportive and safe environment here at NELI was essential to my growth in 
confidence though I'm a little worried that I will lose momentum on all the leadership 
issues once I go back home. However, I'm confident that I can draw on my network 
should this happen so that I can get back on track towards my growth as a leader. 
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Nicole added: 
The other thing, I think, that has inspired more confidence is building a network who all 
have the same experiences or similar experiences - I have people I can talk to about 
leadership issues, bounce ideas off of, etc. This is going to be crucial to my being able to 
practice what I've learned here back in my workplace. 
In addition to providing ongoing guidance and support to individuals in their capacity as 
leaders, many such as Agnes and Mavis acknowledged the confidence that they derived from 
the safety net that the professional community offered. Agnes explained why she was 
confident in her leadership after NELI: "I have hope. Connections, some people I can turn to 
when I get stuck and a map to get where I need to go." Mavis provided some specific 
examples as to when the enduring relationships would support her leadership:  
Hearing people's stories about how they were dealing with change at their workplaces - 
the challenges they've encountered and how they dealt with the situations were very 
helpful and made me realize that I have a network of colleagues and mentors I can turn to 
when next faced with this challenge. 
Both Felicia and Harry concurred with Mavis' assessment relative to leading change. "I 
certainly have greater confidence in being able to lead change now. Why? Because I feel part 
of a greater community.[sic] Before NELI I felt pretty isolated. Now I believe I have a 
support circle" (Felicia). Harry intimated that while he was not necessarily confident in his 
own skills to lead change, he was confident that he could lead change with the support of the 
community. Harry shared: "I guess before NELI I saw myself as a rather insignificant, 
solitary Librarian in a large community. I feel now like I am part of that community that will 
work together to lead change." 
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 Whether through feedback and affirmation, vicarious learning, or knowing that there was 
a safety net in a professional community that would offer enduring support, participants 
garnered LSE through the supportive environment. The supportive atmosphere reduced the 
risk thus providing a safe learning environment in which to develop and practice leadership 
skills. The supportive community of mentors and peers emanated throughout NELI.  
The Essential but Complex role of Mentors and Faculty 
NELI relied upon mentors and program faculty to model leadership throughout the 
institute. Mentors were selected for their leadership attributes and were recognized leaders in 
the library profession (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, June 2, 2010). Mentors created 
vicarious learning opportunities when they shared stories of their leadership development 
and modelled leadership behaviours throughout NELI. They also provided social persuasion 
in the form of feedback and advice to individuals as well as guidance to teams. Mentors were 
assigned to each team and were responsible for overseeing the development experiences (E. 
B. Ingles, personal communication, June 2, 2010). While the assigned roles and 
responsibilities for mentors conveyed their importance to the development experience, the 
participants provided insights as to the real complexity of the mentor role and the effect of 
mentors on their LSE development.  
The complexity of the mentor role was best illustrated in a series of comments made by 
Agnes relative to her relationship with the mentors. She relied on the mentors for modelling, 
feedback and affirmation but acknowledged that these were best achieved and her 
confidence the greatest when she felt similar or could identify with the mentors providing the 
support. Moreover, she also expected that the mentors would provide ongoing guidance after 
NELI. All of these qualities and interactions with mentors enhanced her leadership 
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confidence yet her confidence was impaired because she perceived the mentors to be over-
accomplished and their leadership commitment almost unattainable. In response to what 
affected her confidence Agnes shared: "Mentor's feedback and modeling - huge. I now have 
confidence to raise the bar on potential accomplishments from feedback by mentors whom I 
respect, affirming I have the potential." She provided another example of how her 
confidence was enhanced: "Watching my mentors demonstrate how to do these things when 
I fell short. Particularly one mentor has a similar thought process as me, so seeing how she 
overcame her tendencies and developed highly refined skills is hugely inspirational." She 
defined her expectations for a post-intervention role for the mentors and attributed her 
confidence to knowing that they would be available as: "connections, some people I can turn 
to when I get stuck and a map to get where I need to go" (Agnes). Yet her confidence was 
impaired because they were "over-accomplished mentors" (Agnes) and she asked "when do 
they sleep?"  
The advice that mentors provided was deemed invaluable to the development of LSE. 
Hanna shared that "a mentoring opportunity I had about almost exclusively personality and 
being who I am might be one of the greatest take-aways [sic] I have from this experience." 
While Jack concurred and indicated that "being able to talk with mentors was especially 
rewarding. I believe that I am much more confident of how to move forward." He also 
expressed concern that the mentors were too goal focused on library leadership as headship. 
"I think that the idea of leadership, or at least its goal, was somewhat narrow and focused on 
becoming a library director. I struggled with my ideas against this" (Jack). Mentors were 
selected for their recognized leadership attributes but these same attributes while at times 
essential were at other times perceived to be counter- productive in developing LSE.  
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LSE was positively affected by the ongoing feedback provided by the mentors. For 
example, when he explained why he was more confident in his ability to lead change Frank 
indicated that "being encouraged by the mentors was also a major boost in helping me lead 
change. The feedback I received form mentors and my fellow team members was 
instrumental in helping me think about certain behaviors ..." 
Mentor feedback was most valuable in developing LSE when the participants perceived 
that the mentors were like them or understood them. Shirley explained that "the mentor 
feedback was the absolute most valuable thing of the whole experience. I can't believe how 
well the mentors were able to understand me and give targeted feedback that I think just 
totally increased my leadership potential.” Conversely, when the participants did not find 
affinity with mentors the feedback was not helpful in developing LSE. For example, Noella 
shared her experience of a situation when she perceived that the mentor was dissimilar to her 
and lacked understanding of her personality type. 
... one of my mentors was really stuck with my Meyers Briggs type and it was kind of 
frustrating. It has also been difficult for me to listen to the feedback that I received from 
one of my mentors since, I have to say, I did not completely agree with what she told me 
(Noella). 
Many participants looked to the mentors to provide not only advice and feedback but 
acceptance and acknowledgement. For example, Betsy explained that: " all the mentors and 
conveners treated us as the genuine future of this profession without question from the start, 
so I felt free to uncover exactly what that looked like for me without being as worried about 
'proving myself'." This validation of participants as potential leaders was accomplished 
through vicarious or modelling opportunities or through social persuasion by way of 
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individual conversations and group discussions. Haley commented on the importance of 
knowing that mentors were "real." She attributed her growth in confidence to " leaders who 
shared ideas and allowed me to see that they too were challenged - seeing that leaders aren't 
born that way" (Haley). Sandra expanded on Haley's comments and suggested that she 
gained confidence by assimilating with mentors who showed that they had encountered 
failure but rebounded and learned from their experiences. "I was able to see how many 
people had taken risks within their lives and failed! This gave me confidence to try new 
things, and be okay if it fails" (Sandra). Similarly, Aileen felt that  
being around and having conversations with all the mentors made me realize that 
accomplishing change is possible even though difficult. It was good to hear real 
examples. The biggest confidence booster was the realization that the leader does not 
have to have/know all of the solutions. 
Nicole provided additional insights as to how her confidence was affected when mentors 
provided vicarious learning, feedback and advice:  
I think the Northern Reflections as well as informal opportunities to speak to mentors 
were some of the best parts of NELI and offered models as well as advice... Hearing 
another's' stories is deeply inspiring and instills confidence that if others can lead - so can 
I. Also, receiving feedback from our mentors also helped with my confidence as I could 
see my performance through someone else's eyes. 
However, the advice and feedback that was so critical was also seen as an area for 
improvement as Trudy suggested that the mentors needed to be more attentive and let 
participants come to their own conclusions rather than providing all the answers. Trudy 
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thought the experience would have been improved and confidence enhanced if the mentors 
were to "ask more questions as opposed to provide [sic] all the answers." 
 While participants indicated that these multi-faceted interactions with mentors were 
important to LSE, some also attributed the failure to fully develop confidence to the same 
interactions. For example, Helen attributed her growth in confidence in her ability to support 
followers' needs for growth and achievement to the skilled coaching and modelling provided 
by the mentors. She explained:  
I think that the mentors attached to my group modelled excellent behaviour in this regard, 
and having experienced good coaching I would be better able to do it myself in the future. 
Choosing mentors who are skilled in this is critical to the experience (Helen). 
While Helen acknowledged the importance of skilled mentors, she also found that because 
the mentors did not match her personality type, her overall confidence development was not 
as great as it might have been. Helen added that: "having the group skewed to one type of 
personality (especially the mentors) meant that those who didn't fit that mould didn't see 
themselves in the leaders featured here."  
Mentors were at times expected to intervene in active learning experiences to ensure that 
the opportunity was maximized for all team members and to provide guidance and feedback 
to teams when necessary. Shirley, one of the team leaders, saw the intervention by the 
mentors as essential to the experience and important for her LSE development. In response 
to what enhanced her confidence Shirley indicated that  
receiving constructive feedback from Mentor1 about how to tighten up the group and be 
more effective as a leader really helped me in Day 2 of our case study. I was given the 
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opportunity to immediately apply what I had learned. Seeing the results of the feedback 
manifesting in a well-functioning team was incredible! 
While Shirley benefited from the mentor intervention, Jordan, another team leader concurred 
that at times the mentors were valuable and promoted LSE development but felt that at times 
the mentors interfered with the learning process which should have been derived from the 
practice experiences. Jordan explained: 
As a team leader I was fortunate to be challenged to take risks, delegate, see the bigger 
picture and encourage teamwork. This was my role. However, the presence of mentors, 
although useful, enriching and invaluable, would sometimes not allow me to lead. There 
was confusion in my mind as to how much I should lead with the mentors needing to 
contribute (to answer questions) for the good of the group [sic]. 
Mentors held many critical roles at NELI including model, coach, guide as well as 
mentor. Without the support of the mentors and faculty the experience would not have had 
the effects on LSE that the participants perceived. However, the participants had high 
expectations of mentors. It was critical that mentors knew when to intervene and how to 
intervene and engage. As individuals connected with mentors who were most like them or 
with whom they found similarities, it was important that the program had mentors with a 
range of experiences, styles and personal attributes.  
The five themes provided a synthesis of how NELI developed LSE in the research 
participants. While some of the themes were derived from the same or similar participant 
comments as were those for specific program elements, the context for the analysis was 
different. Each of the themes arose from an analysis that considered NELI as an entity and 
thus looked at the development program as a whole and at the total effect on LSE. Thus, the 
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overall relationship between the development program and LSE has been condensed and 
summarized in five themes.  
 
5.3.4. Pattern Analysis 
Patton (2002) suggested that a key component of content analysis was pattern recognition 
whereby patterns were identified in otherwise random data. Moreover, Patton acknowledged 
that while patterns and themes were often interchangeable or indistinguishable, patterns 
represented a more descriptive finding. The analysis exposed some interesting aspects of 
LSE development in that the perceived enhancement or diminution of LSE was neither 
consistent nor equivalent among the research participants even when in similar development 
contexts. Instead, the variants of LSE development could be categorized or accorded levels 
within broader development related themes. These multilevel themes were described as 
patterns. Two patterns, Leadership is a Journey and Degrees of Engagement were identified. 
Each of these patterns and the related categories or levels has been discussed. Many of the 
supporting quotations have already been used to address aspects of the qualitative content 
and thematic analyses. However, new insights were gleaned when the data was viewed 
through this alternative lens.  
Leadership is a Journey 
As the NELI participants were all emerging leaders, one might have expected some 
degree of homogeneity relative to leadership experience and LSE development. NELI 
programming did not specifically acknowledge differences in experience or leadership 
development but offered the same program to all the emerging leaders. However, the data 
suggested that individuals not only had different amounts of leadership experience and 
training but that they were at different stages in a leadership journey. That is, NELI was 
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neither a homogenous beginning nor end of process to develop LSE and leadership skill in 
all participants but rather some point on a continuum that was unique to each individual.  
For some participants, those for whom leadership was relatively new, NELI represented 
the start of the journey. This stage of the journey was characterized as New and Enthusiastic. 
Others had already started their journey and in fact brought along "baggage," unsatisfactory 
experiences or acquisition of LSE or leadership skill. This stage was titled Baggage from the 
Past to acknowledge that some brought less than successful leadership experience that would 
influence how the interacted with content. Others yet were long down the road of leadership 
skill development and thus were confident in some or all of their leadership skills and 
acumen. These individuals were characterized as either fitting into either a development 
stage that suggested they were Experienced with Room for Growth or Experienced and 
Confident depending on how experienced and confident they perceived themselves to be. 
Many, however, recognized that while they had made progress on their journey and were 
gaining LSE, they required more time to reflect and practice the skills such that their journey 
would continue after NELI. This stage was entitled New and Tentative because for them the 
journey had hardly begun. The stage of the individual journey influenced how the participant 
interacted with the content and the way their LSE developed and or elements of their LSE 
developed.  
New and Enthusiastic 
While almost all participants indicated that they had some leadership experience prior to 
NELI, for many NELI represented a significant introduction to the realm of leadership. 
These individuals tended to embrace and participate fully in all aspects of the NELI content 
and their comments on LSE development reflected their engagement. Their responses to all 
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six questions revealed the same levels and patterns of interaction with the program content. 
For example, Brenda stated: "Group Project: we worked together, trusted each other and 
communicated our "mission". I did it here - I can do it again." Agnes was another example 
who clearly stated her inexperience before describing her engagement is several program 
elements: 
Being team leader - I was chosen for having the least experience. My successes with 
synthesizing and presenting our team's vision and strategy/plan, as well as, particularly, 
being able to direct and lead the team under heavy pressure has given me huge confidence 
that I CAN do many of the things I doubted I could before. I have great vision and can 
apparently communicate it well, motivating and inspiring others (Agnes). 
Other examples of those at this early stage of development included:  
Active listening - experiential learning and then applying that throughout institute. I 
learned how much more information I can obtain as a leader if I have this skill. Our group 
dynamic [sic]. We had a supportive group that committed to practicing what we learned 
with each other throughout NELI so we could practice the afore skills [sic] (Judy). 
Harry shared: 
 During the group exercise, I forced myself to work against type. Even though I am a 
thinker not a feeler, I put myself in a position where I had to manage student/Faculty 
feelings. I think this will help me to challenge traditional thinking, in that I am forcing 
myself to look at different positions. Similarly this will help me to take risks. 
Nicole explained that her new found confidence in several aspects of leadership would be 
enhanced over time:  
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Everything at NELI affected my confidence in better understanding my strengths! The 
supportive and safe environment here at NELI was essential to my growth in confidence 
though I'm a little worried that I will lose momentum on all the leadership issues once I 
go back home. The simple techniques for networking and relationship building were 
excellent and formed a firm foundation for my growing confidence in this area. 
New and Tentative 
For some participants, NELI represented a tentative initial foray into leadership. Much of 
the leadership content was relatively new to them and they tended to focus on theory and 
observe the processes rather than practice the skills. Most identified that they needed 
additional time to reflect before they could profess confidence. Furthermore, most indicated 
that they would need to practice or try the skills in an external setting before they could 
assess whether they had developed the skill satisfactory and were confident. Delores shared 
her tentativeness relative to leading change and the effects on her confidence: 
I am feeling both less confident and more confident in my ability to lead change. The 
tools from NELI, particularly the group work, showed me that people will be willing to 
follow me or allow me to lead (especially in the absence of other voices). However, I 
have had a lot of time for self-reflection and am less sure in my ability to lead change in 
myself. I also feel more confident in my ability to see where change is needed. 
Jack too needed to reflect. Jack explained the importance of further reflection: 
Although all the elements of stimulating innovation and creativity were present at N.E.L 
in one form or another, I feel like I need to reflect more on this before I can say that my 
ability and confidence to lead this has been increased. This is more a reflection of my 
personal learning style in that I need time to assimilate information. 
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Both Jean and Hanna saw opportunity to continue the development of new skills after 
NELI. They were committed to the ongoing process started at NELI. Jean noted: "I will be 
prioritizing networking and finding some strong mentors." Hanna explained the connection 
to additional reflection: "In general, I am thinking much more about planning for 
development and digging deeper to self-examine." 
Experienced with Room for Growth and Engagement 
Some of the participants suggested that they had previous experience and training in some 
aspects of leadership. Prior to NELI, these individuals were at a slightly more advanced level 
of LSE and leadership development in that they claimed to have the skills and the confidence 
in certain areas but acknowledged that there were other areas where they still required 
development. Based on their responses to the six questions on the qualitative instrument, 
individuals at this stage of development tended to engage fully when the content was new 
but be less engaged when they believed that they already had confidence that they could 
perform the skills related to that aspect of leadership. Others at this stage looked for 
affirmation of their skills from peers and mentors.  
Olive was clear that she had experience and confidence prior to NELI but explained how 
her participation at NELI enhanced her confidence:  
I understand my strengths - but after NELI, I feel more confident in using them in the 
right ways. I came to NELI knowing that I am already very good at supporting followers 
in these ways. The NELI experience underscored things I knew, reminded me of things I 
forgot, and inspired me to be vigilant (Olive). 
Similarly, Nancy acknowledged pre-NELI confidence but identified areas where she had not 
been confident and through participation grew her confidence. 
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I was very confident pre-NELI in my ability to challenge traditional thinking, see the 
bigger picture, and take risks. However, sessions on Leading Change, Leadership Theory, 
Visioning and Motivation, and Trust provided me with ways to improve stimulating 
others to share ideas, to delegate and encourage teamwork (Nancy). 
Frank found the reaffirmation of his skills was the most important outcome. While the 
content did not change his perceptions of confidence, the reaffirmation was a positive 
contribution. Frank shared: "There was nothing specific that affected my confidence in this 
area, but rather my natural gifts in these areas were identified and re-affirmed by my team 
members and mentors." Fritz too tended to dismiss the content where he already felt 
confident of his skill. "Systemic change management requires leadership at so many levels. I 
have always had the vision, confidence and enthusiasm aspects. I was already very confident 
in most of this (Fritz). However, he went on to say that he focused on communication skills, 
one element of leadership where he thought he could improve. "I hope that I will be a better 
communicator. I certainly did learn a lot about my personal communication style... I am 
definitely a better team member because of the total program at NELI." 
Past Baggage  
For some participants the leadership journey meant letting go of baggage and past 
challenges or even failures in their leadership endeavours. As these individuals approached 
and engaged with the NELI content, it was clear that the past experiences or external 
contexts were present in their thoughts. To acknowledge confidence in a skill, they had to be 
certain that they would be able to apply the skill effectively in the external context or to 
future experiences that would have proved challenging in the past. Cindy was hesitant in 
declaring confidence. She explained her relationship to the content on change: 
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I did have some experience with these concepts before, but having explored them in 
library contexts was helpful. However, most of what impacts my ability to realize these 
things in my position is my organization's current structure and culture, which is 
challenging at the moment and resistant to change (Cindy). 
 Sally was non-committal relative to her growth in confidence after working through the 
conflict management content because of her prior experiences. She shared her reservations 
while acknowledging the program had potentially advanced her skill:  
Conflict management is where I feel the most weakness, but only because I manage some 
kind of conflict almost daily (at work), and often deal with the same issues again and 
again, so they're obviously not being resolved. I have more strategies to try out, and 
maybe need to try looking below the surface for bigger issues (Sally). 
Conversely, Sandra felt that NELI had helped her address areas where she perceived she 
was weak and thus now felt more confident. Sandra explained: 
Because I was given the opportunity to take on the leadership role I was able to practise 
all of the above skills. I was able to work out a group dynamic internally of who would be 
good at what and actively listen when conflict arose. The greatest increase in confidence I 
gained from NELI as in providing feedback and dealing with conflict. The greatest 
challenge I have had in the workplace is dealing with conflict and facing it head on. First 
of all I found that I was not alone in this, but second I believe that NELI has provided me 
with a toolkit for dealing with this better and more directly. 
Similarly, both Della and Noreen found that NELI helped them eliminate past baggage and 
enhance confidence. For both Della and Noreen, the change in LSE occurred with active 
engagement and practice. LSE was reinforced through vicarious learning and supported with 
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social persuasion and affirmation. Della noted: 
Since the NELI participants and my group members are all strong characters and for the 
most part assertive with an interest in leadership, it was a confidence boost to be able to 
work with these individuals and feel like I was on the same level in terms of contribution 
and leadership. I found that my tendency to question and challenge was taken by the 
group as a positive, whereas in my workplace this is not always seen as a good trait  
Experienced and Confident 
 
A few of the participants claimed to be both experienced and confident in most aspects of 
leadership addressed at NELI. These individuals suggested that most NELI content had little 
benefit if any to their confidence. Their comments did not reflect enthusiasm or active 
engagement in the NELI process. However, some of the comments suggested that the 
program affirmed their leadership competence or helped these confident individuals hone 
their skills but had little effect on confidence. For example, Penny shared her thoughts on her 
leadership and LSE: 
Through the interactions and conversations that I had with mentors and participants, I 
realized that I actually have been equipped well to lead the change process. I am always 
confident in the role of supporting the needs of followers/ peers for growth and 
achievement. In terms of confidence level, it remains the same (Penny). 
 Noreen too explained her overall perception of her confidence and NELI participation: 
I had a high level of confidence (not always consistently, but generally) in these areas 
prior to NEL and that level of confidence did not change as a result of NEL participation. 
The analysis of our MBTI scores helped me to understand my strengths and how/what 
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they can contribute to a group. Prior to NEL I recognized the importance ... and my 
experience at NEL did not change my feelings. 
Nora had moments when she felt her confidence was eroded because of an inability to 
manage team conflict even though she was not the team leader. She also acknowledged that 
she benefited from the positive reinforcement that a mentor provided relative to her 
strengths. However, she shared her scepticism and frustration with the lack of both 
experience and confidence of other participants, as she was both a skilled and confident 
leader: 
I had anticipated that everyone at NELI would be much like myself and found it difficult 
to coach the team leader to have more influence on the team. Having not had sufficient 
sleep on one occasion affected my confidence in my ability to communicate articulately. 
Otherwise, I was confident in the above. 
Degrees of Engagement 
The second pattern that emanated from the data was Degrees of Engagement. The content 
at NELI for most of the distinct leadership areas included mastery experiences. These 
experiences allowed participants to practice leadership skills such that confidence was 
acquired through increasingly successful performance. Repetition was achieved through 
practice scenarios that reinforced previous knowledge and skills or through opportunities 
where participants practiced the skill in a variety of situations where the level of difficulty 
pushed the participants to reach new levels of performance and confidence. One might have 
expected that all participants would have availed themselves of the opportunities to 
participate fully; engage not only in mastery experiences, but in vicarious learning and 
benefit from social persuasion. However, participants engaged differentially.  
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Some participants actively engaged in either the mastery experiences associated with 
these program elements or directly with the mentors and facilitators in vicarious learning or 
to gain the benefits of social persuasion. This choice to participate fully affected their skill 
and confidence and these individuals were deemed to be Active Engagers. Others tended to 
be more passively engaged, listening to lectures, observing what was occurring and 
contemplating how they might use the skills at a later date. These individuals were deemed 
to be Participant Observers. 
Both Active Engagers and Participant Observers noted the importance of a leadership 
tool kit. However, the tool kits created by Active Engagers were formulated from experience 
and practice while those of the Participant Observers from vicarious opportunities, 
observations of the active learning processes and promises of continuing support from the 
professional community. Some Participant Observers even attributed their growth in LSE to 
the knowledge that they could draw upon the expertise of mentors and peers when they 
engaged in leadership activities in the future rather than from the successful mastery of the 
skill. Finally, a group of individuals were considered to be Sceptical Observers because they 
had little or no interaction with the content largely because they were sceptical about the 
process and claimed a high level of pre-existing LSE and skill.  
Active Engagers 
Many participants availed themselves of the mastery opportunities to increase their 
leadership skills and their LSE. Active Engagers were easily identified in the data as they 
referred throughout their responses to performing activities and participating in practice 
situations. Responses to the six questions all suggested that the individual took action, tried 
the leadership behaviour and learned vicariously and through feedback. Not surprisingly, all 
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of the team leaders reported participation and engagement and were deemed to fit the profile 
of an Active Engager. However, it was not only team leaders who actively engaged with the 
content. All of the Active Engagers reported perceived increases in their confidence.  
The comments made by the team leaders demonstrated active engagement. "As a team 
leader I was fortunate to be challenged to take risks, delegate, see the bigger picture and 
encourage teamwork" (Jordan). "Receiving constructive feedback ...about how to tighten up 
the group and be more effective as a leader ... I was given the opportunity to immediately 
apply what I had learned" (Shirley). "It inspired me to try things out and take more risks here 
than I might, usually... I was able to give and receive a lot of feedback and that made me 
more confident... "(Roberta). Through her responses, Haley also showed that she participated 
throughout the program in a variety of mastery experiences: 
 After getting through the team exercise and talking to everyone about it and dealing with 
conflict I feel more prepared to now do this at work. ...the session on business cards and 
actually practicing handing them out and seeing others do this helped me. Also the 
compliments and feedback from everyone re: the presentation I made helped me feel 
more confident too....  
Agnes and Sandra, two other leaders, not only engaged in the content throughout the 
program, but also referred to tool kits that they had developed that would help them apply 
the content after NELI. Both noted significant growth in confidence. Agnes advised that her 
tool kit was comprised of "connections, some people I can turn to when I get stuck and a 
map to get where I need to go." She commented on her engagement. 
Being team leader ... my successes with synthesizing and presenting our team's vision and 
strategy/plan, as well as, particularly, being able to direct and lead the team under heavy 
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pressure has given me huge confidence that I CAN do many of the things I doubted I 
could before... I had to make sure everybody was heard; play devil's advocate for sake of 
completeness, split up tasks and listen carefully to and be accountable for everybody's 
input (Agnes). 
Similarly Sandra also referenced her tool kit for conflict resolution: "I believe that NELI has 
provided me with a toolkit for dealing with this better and more directly." Her comments 
referenced her leadership role and suggested it was responsible for her level of participation: 
Because I was given the opportunity to take on the leadership role I was able to practise 
all of the above skills. I was able to work out a group dynamic internally of who would be 
good at what and actively listen when conflict arose. The greatest increase in confidence I 
gained from NELI as in providing feedback and dealing with conflict. I realized that I am 
a good public speaker. I realized that I am a good networker (Sandra). 
I t was not only the leaders who actively engaged with the content but rather many of the 
participants took advantage of the mastery experiences, vicarious learning and feedback 
available to increase their leadership skill and LSE. A selection of the responses is included 
here. Comments made by Brenda were indicative of engagement and LSE growth. 
I'm feeling very confident right now about all the aspects of leadership. I can do it! 
I arrived here with little confidence in risk taking, feedback, my ability to invoke change 
and communicate a vision. NELI addressed all of these. Group Project: we worked 
together, trusted each and communicated our "mission". I did it here - I can do it 
again...Working as a team and going through the "storming" ... Personal Growth Plan: 
going through this exercise... my confidence is 100% that I can do it. 
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Similarly Bonnie and Dick also referenced engagement and its relationship to their 
growth in LSE. "Providing encouragement and feedback to teammates was very rewarding. 
Team-work offered an opportunity to practice timing skills" (Bonnie). Dick's comments also 
provided an example of his commitment to the process. 
Seeing the bigger picture of the problem was a part of my involvement in the team. I 
found myself asking them to the bigger picture of our problem. I used the flipchart to 
create a visual presentation of the problem ... (Dick). 
Delores explained how scepticism permeated her thoughts when the content focused on 
theory but when she was able to avail herself of active learning opportunities her confidence 
grew.  
The first 2 days were very much theory based and lecture based. I learn best by 
interaction and practical exercises. I think this led to scepticism in the process and a lack 
of confidence. The Northern Star project allowed me to really look at each team member's 
strengths and weaknesses. I feel that I was able to help others, and support them... 
(Delores). 
Other individuals were not only actively engaged in the content but developed a tool kit 
that they believed would be helpful after NELI. Mavis identified a tool kit for leading change 
as the professional community. "I have a network of colleagues and mentors I can turn to 
when next faced with this challenge" (Mavis). Her comments indicated engagement as she 
explained: "I gained a great deal of confidence from engaging in the feedback process many 
times ... Crafting a vision statement during the Northern Star exercise was a vital element... I 
feel more confident to approach/engage in creative stimulation exercises…" (Mavis). Jane 
showed engagement with her comments that "the Conflict Management and Giving 
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Feedback activities built my confidence in the way that I CAN do active listening and 
provide feedback with the members of my team." She also suggested that: "the Visioning 
and motivation and Power and Influence...also gave me some tools to motivate others in 
their jobs" (Jane). Nicole referenced the importance of practice in demonstrating her 
engagement. "Getting a chance to practice those techniques, be in a pressure situation (the 
scenario) and most especially to reflect individually as well as in our group provided insight 
and a sense of more confidence." She also created a tool kit which she explained:  
 The other thing, I think, that has inspired more confidence is building a network who all 
have the same experiences or similar experiences - I have people I can talk to about 
leadership issues, bounce ideas off of, etc. This is going to be crucial to my being able to 
practice what I've learned here back in my workplace (Nicole). 
The sample of comments by those who actively engaged in all of the NELI content 
showed that participation permeated all program elements. These individuals also indicated 
growth in LSE as a result of their interaction with the content. Furthermore, some of the 
individuals saw the content as a tool kit that allowed them to transition the new skills and 
confidence to other environments.  
Participant Observer 
Some of the participants chose to interact with the content in a different way. Their focus 
was on concepts and ideas and on observing the process and behaviour of others, hence the 
moniker Participant Observer. They adopted more of a vicarious learning focus rather than 
actively engaging with content. While they participated on teams and the case study, they 
observed and reflected rather than actively engaged. Some of these individuals also referred 
to a tool kit. However, the tool kit was often symbolic of a future opportunity to try the skills 
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that they observed. Many would welcome a future opportunity to practice the new leadership 
skills that they believe they acquired. Most cited some enhancement to LSE as a result of 
their level of engagement. Often the confidence seemed to be attached to the knowledge that 
they had a support network or tool kit and some familiarity of the skill rather than associated 
with the belief that they could perform the skill based on mastery experiences.  
Comments made by individuals in this category reflected their focus on observations and 
concepts. For example, Noreen's comments talked about observation. "...allowed me to 
observe and participate in what I think were successful examples of conflict resolution. 
Experiences at NELI encouraged me to envision a different future, or futures, for myself." 
Perhaps the most obvious example of observation and participation characterized as 
observation came from Della who confided that her team gave her the role of Process 
Observer which meant she was expected to observe the process that the team went through. 
By definition the role precluded active engagement in the leadership activities. However, she 
was actively engaged in observing the process and providing feedback and thus mastery 
therein. The remainder of her experience was as an observer not an active participant.  
I was given the role as process observer for the team, and as a result I provided daily 
feedback on the group dynamics. I was told by my team members that the feedback I gave 
was useful to them, and therefore this raised my confidence in my ability to support others 
through feedback and active listening (Della). 
Other participants were focused on reflection or understanding concepts and frameworks. 
For example Helen's note was indicative of her preference for reflection. "I didn't finish my 
career plan - found it overwhelming, but the opportunity for self-reflection was valuable." 
Aileen's responses showed her interest in reflection when she talked about “thinking” about 
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content. "Having less experience than other participants was intimidating. Having a 
supportive group and mentors made it easy to think about motivation, visioning, shared 
experiences [sic]."  
Comments made by Felicia, Irene, Sally and Cindy showed their focus on concepts and 
frameworks. For example Felicia shared how she interacted with the content and the fact that 
she “enjoyed” the content and “liked” concepts. "I really enjoyed the session and then a 
discussion on a feedback I know how that it should be specific... All I need is to put theory 
into practice now. I also liked the concept of motivating people..." She also acknowledged 
that: "I need more training or trying to practice it in real life"(Felicia). Irene's comments 
focused on strategies and tools. "I had never thought about my approach to conflict, but after 
doing the test I realized what my predominant styles were... I am so grateful to have had the 
opportunity to do so many personality tests." Sally shared an interest in evaluation tools. 
"...discussing these evaluation tools provided more awareness ... The two different 
networking philosophies I learned ... "(Sally). Cindy indicated her interest in concepts.  
I feel I have acquired a new vocabulary and conceptual approach to leading change, 
envisioning, communication and motivating; and, this makes me somewhat more 
confident than before. The lecture presentations, team work project and mentor one on 
one's were most helpful with this. 
Cindy also identified a tool kit: "Specific tools and tips for providing feedback and 
listening were helpful. I've added them to my leadership toolbox. I am somewhat more 
confident with this after NELI." Sally not only created a tool kit but shared an eagerness to 
try out what she had learned. 
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I'm looking forward to exploring the power of active listening... I think I'm going to try 
out the power of a good question… I've learned more strategies for my toolkit to manage 
my introversion, and hope I can carry it home.... I have more strategies to try out, and 
maybe need to try looking below the surface for bigger issues (Sally).  
Noella also thought the tools she acquired were important for future growth. "I think that all 
the tools I got here will help me being a better leader and I think I'll be a better leader and I 
will have more confidence." Other participants focused on the professional community and 
suggested that the continuously supportive environment "…made me realize I am not alone 
and that there is a great community of leaders to seek out for support" (Aileen). "Now I 
believe I have a support circle. I know that even great Leaders (mentors) I met here have 
doubts, and it is OK" (Felicia). Betsy suggested she was "somewhat more confident" but felt 
the subsequent application of the tools was important to gain confidence "I am going to try to 
apply some of the tools we learned when I go back to work. I have definitely started to see 
the genuine value of networking. " 
Finally, Olive professed both pre-existing experience and confidence but engaged only in 
activities that provided forms of social persuasion albeit differentially across the program. 
Her comments suggested that she was interested in the content but the nature of the content 
and activities noted were indicative that she did not actively partake in skills practice. 
“Feedback, Teamwork, Reflection, Leading Change...All contributed to a growth in 
confidence of my ability to affect change. Perhaps the best confidence booster was 
identifying personal qualities that I can channel into communication, vision, enthusiasm, and 
motivation” (Olive). 
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Participant Observers were focused on learning the ideas, concepts and processes through 
listening and observing. They did not refer to practicing the skills during NELI. Most had 
created some sort of tool kit that would help them transition the knowledge to action in the 
future. Many were eager to practice the new skills in the future and to enhance their 
confidence. Some felt that their confidence was buoyed because of the potential support 
from the professional community.  
Sceptical Observer 
Sceptical Observers questioned the value of the program as a whole relative to their level 
of development. These few individuals believed that they were already skilled in leadership 
and, thus, confident. Their responses rarely mentioned engagement with the content, but 
rather shared elements where they possessed skill and confidence. Penny shared her thoughts 
that reflected her level of confidence. The interactions with mentors were useful only 
because she then recognized a pre-existing skill. She also alluded to dysfunction on the team 
and attributed the conflict to the attitudes of others. 
Through the interactions and conversations that I had with mentors and participant, I 
realized that I actually have been equipped well to lead the change process. I am always 
confident in the role of supporting the needs of followers/ peers for growth and 
achievement. In terms of confidence level, it remains the same. Also, if the idea of 
teamwork is not shared by all team members, there is no way that the "team" could 
function well. 
Nora had similar comments albeit more concern about the challenges of team conflict. She 
attributed her failure to coach the team leader in part to different personality types but also 
acknowledged that it bothered her because she could not refocus the team after conflict. 
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I had anticipated that everyone at NELI would be much like myself and found it difficult 
to coach the team leader to have more influence on the team. ...Until that point I was 
being careful not to be my usual overpowering self and the mentor asked me to stop and 
let my true strengths shine. The conflict that arose during the case study exercise affected 
my confidence in that I was unable to bring everyone quickly together. ...I have always 
been able to get everyone on task in the workplace. 
Based on their comments, Sceptical Observers appeared to have high LSE. Their responses 
did not reflect active engagement. If anything, they expressed frustration with a process that 
did not meet their developmental needs. 
The Degrees of Engagement pattern showed distinctive ways that different groups of 
participants engaged with the content. While the content provided mastery experiences and 
opportunities for practice some participants availed themselves of these opportunities while 
other chose instead to focus on concepts and knowledge building such that the trial or 
practice of the new skills would be left to some point in the future. Both of these groups 
relied on tool kits to help them transition from the program to reality. The final group was 
confident in their leadership skills and believed that they were already working at levels 
beyond what was offered in the program. This pre-existing confidence and skill precluded 
their active engagement in much of the content.  
 
5.4. Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Results 
The dominant quantitative research was concerned with the gain in LSE, defined by gain 
scores measured between the pretest and the posttest and between the pretest and the delayed 
posttest. Thus, the highest and lowest gain scores at the posttest and delayed posttest were 
examined in conjunction with the respective qualitative findings, in particular the pattern 
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analysis, as it differentiated levels of participation and progress. The Prestest scores were 
also examined because pretest levels of LSE have been linked to LSE development 
(Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011; McCormick & 
Tanguma, 2007). Table 5-6 displays the relevant pretest and gain scores. The five lowest 
gain scores between the pretest and posttest actually represented losses in LSE that ranged 
from -94 to -28. Similarly, between the pretest and delayed posttest the four losses in LSE 
ranged from -299 to -56. 
Of the six individuals with the highest pretest scores (Table 5-6), all of which were higher 
than both the mean 655.80 and the median 663 (Table 5-7), four, namely HP1, HP2, HP5 
and HP6 were also among the individuals with the greatest losses at the posttest and delayed 
posttest (Table 5-6). Table 5-6 also showed that one of the individuals with a high pretest 
score was a team leader, HP3–Team Orange, who had neither the greatest gain nor loss in 
LSE. HP3-Team Orange did exhibit a gain in pre-posttest LSE but a slight loss in pre-
delayed posttest LSE, although Table 5-7 indicated that the delayed posttest LSE score itself 
was still above the mean and median. Individual HP4 had neither the greatest gain nor loss in 
LSE but instead achieved slight gains and retained high LSE scores above the mean and 
median throughout all phases of testing.  
The pattern analysis that yielded the pattern Degree of Engagement provided some 
insights to the quantitative results. Individuals HP1, HP2, HP5, and HP6 did not generally 
partake of mastery or practise opportunities. Furthermore, HP6 was a Sceptical Observer and 
the others Participant Observers. While HP6 encountered conflict and described conflict as 
a problem on the team, the pattern analysis that resulted in Leadership is a Journey 
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categorized HP6 as one of the few participants who was Experienced and Confident. 
Moreover, HP6 acknowledged that NELI had little positive effect on her confidence.  
The qualitative results also showed that HP3-Team Orange was not only a team leader but 
characterized as an Active Engager in the Degrees of Engagement pattern analysis and as 
being New and Enthusiastic in the Leadership is a Journey pattern. Individual HP4 professed 
both experience and confidence but not scepticism of the process. However, HP4 did not 
actively engage in mastery or practice opportunities but rather focused more on social 
persuasion and was deemed a Participant Observer in the Degrees of Engagement pattern 
with Past Baggage in Leadership is a Journey. HP4 credited NELI for allowing her to 
mitigate the effects of previous negative experiences and was able to maintain growth in 
LSE at all test points.  
Other individuals who had the greatest loss in LSE at the posttest or delayed posttest, 
GL1, GL2 and GL3 all exhibited the pattern of a Participant Observer. Table 5-6 also 
showed that GL1 had among the lowest posttest and delayed posttest scores. GL1 was 
focused on reflection and also noted that in many areas confidence was not attained and 
further reflection would be required. When GL1 did feel that confidence was increased, it 
was because of interactions with mentors. GL2 professed confidence in several areas as a 
result of NELI but attributed the confidence to vicarious learning, new concepts learned and 
the affirmation of legitimacy as a leader. In other instances GL2 indicated that she was only 
somewhat confident. GL3 focused comments on vicarious learning, feedback and the 
supportive professional community that would endure beyond NELI. GL3 attributed 
confidence growth to the knowledge that a supportive community would provide assistance 
in future leadership engagement.  
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Table 5-6 LSE Scores - Highest and Lowest Pretest Scores and Greatest and Least Change Scores 
 LSE 
Pretest 
Highest 
LSE 
Pretest 
Lowest 
LSE 
Posttest 
Highest 
LSE 
Posttest 
Lowest 
LSE 
Delayed 
Highest 
LSE 
Delayed 
Lowest 
LSE 
Greatest 
Gain - 
Pre-
Posttest 
LSE 
Greatest 
Gain - 
Pre-
Delayed 
LSE 
Greatest 
Loss - 
Pre- 
Posttest  
LSE 
Greatest 
Loss - 
Pre - 
Delayed 
Degree 
of  
Engage-
ment 
Participant1 
Score 
HP6 
778 
       HP6 
-30 
 SO 
Participant1 
Score 
HP5 
780 
       HP5 
-94 
HP5 
-103 
PO 
Participant1 
Score 
HP4 
782 
 HP4 
840 
 HP4 
845 
     PO 
Participant1 
Score 
Team Leader2 
HP3  
796 
Orange 
 HP3  
828 
Orange 
       AE 
Participant1 
Score 
HP2 
813 
    HP 2 
584 
  HP2 
-57 
HP2 
-299 
PO 
Participant1 
Score 
HP1 
842 
 HP1 
864 
      HP1 
-56 
PO 
Participant1 
Score 
 LP5 
535 
    LP5 
243 
LP5 
227 
  AE 
Participant1 
Score 
 LP4 
524 
    LP4 
213 
   AE 
Participant1 
Score 
Team Leader2 
 LP3 
511 
Yellow 
LP3 
865 
Yellow 
   LP3 
354 
Yellow 
LP3 
216 
Yellow 
  AE 
Participant1 
Score 
 LP2  
504 
        PO 
Participant1 
Score 
Team Leader2 
 LP1 
501  
Green 
 LP1 
596 
Green 
 LP1 
472 
Green 
    AE 
Participant1 
Score 
Team Leader2 
  GG3 
860 
Blue 
 GG3 
807 
Blue 
 GG3 
199 
Blue 
GG3 
146 
Blue 
  AE 
Participant1 
Score 
   GL1  
585 
 GL1 
480 
   GL1 
-58 
PO 
Participant1 
Score 
    GG1 
866 
 GG1 
181 
GG1 
304 
  PO 
Participant1 
Score 
    GG2 
821 
  GG2 
230 
  AE 
Participant1 
Score 
Team Leader2	
      GG4 
145 
Purple 
   AE 
Participant1 
Score 
       GG5 
 164 
  AE 
Participant1 
Score 
        GL2 
-38 
 PO 
Participant1 
Score 
        GL3 
-28 
 PO 
 
1 To protect the anonymity of participants no actual names or pseudo names are presented in this table. 
2To protect the anonymity of teams and team leaders each team has been referred to by a colour as a moniker which 
bears no resemblance to the individual leader or the actual team name or number.  
HPS – Highest Pretest Score  GG- Greatest Gain Score  AE -Active Engager    
LPS – Lowest Pretest Score  GL – Greatest Loss Score  PO – Participant Observer      
                   SO – Sceptical Observer      
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Of the five individuals that showed the lowest pretest scores, two individuals LP4 and 
LP5 had the largest gains in LSE at the posttest and delayed posttest. Both were Active 
Engagers. The responses of LP5 exuded confidence and the comments attributed the gains in 
LSE to the NELI experience. While LP4 was actively engaged, feedback on her engagement 
was critical to confidence development. Another individual, LP2 was categorized as a 
Participant Observer and did not exhibit any notable gains or losses in LSE. However, LP2 
expressed affiliation issues and indicated that there were neither participants nor mentors 
who were like her such that feedback and vicarious opportunities were impaired.  
Three team leaders attained some of the greatest gains in LSE at the posttest and delayed 
posttest and three non-leaders, GG1, GG2 and GG5, also attained some of the greatest gains. 
Although not leaders, GG2 and GG5 were Active Engagers but GG1 was a Participant 
Observer. However, GG1 acknowledged that she felt both less experienced and less 
confident than others at the start and attributed significant gains in LSE to knowing that she 
had a supportive professional community. Both GG2 and GG5 agreed that the knowledge of 
a supportive professional community positively affected their confidence and that the 
development of a tool kit to allow them to transition from the intervention to the work 
environment was also important to overall confidence. 
Table 5-6 shows that three individuals, GG3-Blue, GG4-Purple and LP3-Yellow who 
were each chosen by teammates to lead one of the six teams, exhibited among the greatest 
gains. Teams were an important element of NELI. As each team selected their own team 
leader at the start of the program (E. B. Ingles, personal communication, January 26, 2011), 
the team leaders had a unique opportunity to employ their leadership skills over the duration 
of NELI. Thus, the leaders, all of whom were classified as Active Engagers based on their 
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comments, were afforded a different opportunity to develop leadership skills and leadership 
self-efficacy through more comprehensive mastery experiences. While all participants had 
opportunity to actively practise various dimensions of leadership at different points in the 
program, the team leaders had overall responsibility for guiding the success of their teams, 
particularly through the case study. Based on the theory espoused by Bandura (1997), 
mastery experiences ought to have been the most influential factor in LSE development.  
 
Table 5-7 LSE Scores for Team Leaders  
LSE Measurement Time    LEADER Score 
 M SD Mdn Orange Blue Red Purple Yellow Green 
Pretest (N=35) 655.80 97.73 663 796 661 583 568 511 501 
Posttest (N=35) 725.37 78.37 722 828 860 710 713 865 596 
Delayed Posttest 
(N=29) 
700.97 101.51 719 789 807 637 667 727 422 
LSE Gain Post-Pre 
(N=35) 
69.57 92.26 53 32 199 127 145 354 95 
LSE Delayed Gain or 
Loss Delayed-Pre (N=29) 
62.45 112.64 64 -7 146 54 99 216 -79 
Leadership is a Journey NE NE PB NE NE NE 
Degrees of Engagement AE AE AET AET AE AE 
AE - Active Engager        NE - New and Enthusiastic 
AET- Active Engager (with Tool Kit)   PB - Past Baggage  
 
Leader LP3-Yellow not only had one of the greatest gains in LSE but had one of the 
lowest pretest levels of LSE. Another leader, LP1-Green had similarly low pretest LSE and 
was also an Active Engager, but did not attain among the greatest gains in LSE at the posttest 
or delayed posttest. Instead, Table 5-7 indicates that LP1-Green showed gains in LSE at the 
posttest but a loss at the delayed posttest. LP1-Green identified the case study as a source of 
stress and frustration with the process and the mentors. The level of challenge associated 
with the case was not effective in developing LSE. Leader Red (Table 5-7) is the only leader 
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who was not identified as having any notable gain or loss in LSE nor high or low levels of 
pretest LSE in Table 5-6. However, Leader-Red was the only leader who had identified Past 
Baggage relative to conflict resolution, and which NELI had helped to address. Leader HP3-
Orange had among the highest pretest scores but actively engaged with the content such that 
LSE was increased at the posttest but regressed slightly at the delayed posttest. Participant 
comments yielded no explanation but given the high pretest score the ceiling effect 
(Blastorah, 2009; Gist & Mitchell, 1992) was anticipated.  
 
5.5. Summary 
Chapter 5 presented the results of this mixed methods embedded, experimental after-
intervention QUAN(qual) investigation. The chapter began with the experimental results 
from the equivalent pretest-posttest-control group design. First, t-tests on LSE gain scores 
were used to evaluate the hypotheses that: the test group, exposed to the leadership 
development intervention (LDP) showed a greater increase in LSE than did the control 
group who was not exposed to the LDP. The results confirmed the hypothesis in that there 
were significant increases in the mean LSE scores of the test group subjected to the 
intervention, NELI, as compared to the control group which was not subjected to the 
intervention, when participants were tested both immediately after the intervention and seven 
months hence.  
Next, the chapter addressed the effect of an LDP on individuals. The changes in LSE of 
individuals in the test group were compared to individuals in the control group with similar 
pretest scores using ANCOVA. While the assumption of homogenous regression was 
violated for the posttest data it was not for the delayed posttest data. Thus, the results of 
ANCOVA showed that individuals who participated in the LDP had significantly greater 
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increases in LSE at the delayed posttest time period than did the individuals in the control 
group. The Johnson-Neyman procedure, a replacement for ANCOVA when the assumption 
of homogenous regression is violated, was applied at the posttest time period and indicated 
that for individuals with pretest scores below 702, the intervention was effective in 
increasing LSE but for those with scores between 702 and 880 the results were inconclusive.  
The median split divided both the posttest and delayed posttest gain scores each into two 
groups based on whether the corresponding pretest scores were above or below the median. 
The results presented in Chapter 5 confirmed that the test subgroup with pretest scores below 
the median, on average, demonstrated greater gains in LSE than did the test subgroup with 
pretest scores above the median, both after the intervention and seven months later. While 
both gender and experience were potential extraneous variables that could have had an effect 
on LSE, the chapter showed that there was no significant difference in the gain scores of 
males and females such that neither gender nor experience affected the results.  
Thereafter the chapter presented the qualitative results which were anchored in a 
quantitative content analysis that addressed the second research question that asked: What 
content and structural attributes of a library leadership development program are relevant to 
the development of leadership self-efficacy in emerging leaders? The analysis identified 18 
structural and content elements from NELI that were deemed by the most participants as 
having affected their LSE. Next, the qualitative content analysis yielded themes for each of 
the 18 elements. These themes revealed the most relevant aspects of these structural and 
content areas.  
A further comprehensive thematic analysis was undertaken to ascertain themes that were 
central to the whole of the experience. Five themes were derived that shed insights on the 
344 
	
third research question: What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library 
leadership development program that make them relevant to the development of leadership 
self-efficacy in emerging leaders? The themes: It's Not Just the Content but the Whole 
Experience, Focus on Strengths not Weaknesses, Practice Makes Perfect - Repetition, 
Feedback and Reflection, Continuous and Continuing Professional Support and The 
Essential but Complex role of Mentors and Faculty were discussed.  
The chapter also presented the pattern analysis that was undertaken replete with the two 
patterns that emerged as relevant to LSE development. The first, acknowledged that the 
notion of an emerging leader was not a homogenous concept. Moreover, the pattern 
Leadership is a Continuing Journey suggested four stages that categorized the realm of 
experience present in the emerging leaders who participated in NELI. The four stages that 
were inherent in the pattern included: New and Tentative, Experienced but with Room for 
Growth and Engagement, Past Baggage and Experienced and Confident. A second pattern, 
Degrees of Engagement was indicative that while mastery and practice experiences were part 
of the program, not every participant engaged in the NELI experience in the same way. 
Three levels of engagement, the Active Engagers, Participant Observers and Sceptical 
Observers characterized the degrees of participation in NELI.  
Finally the integration of quantitative and qualitative data was undertaken to expand the 
understanding of the content elements. High and Low pretest Scores as well as the greatest 
gain and greatest loss in LSE at the posttest and delayed posttest were examined in 
conjunction with the themes and patterns arising from the content, thematic and pattern 
analyses. The discussion of the Quantitative, Qualitative and Integrated Results follows in 
Chapter 6.  
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CHAPTER 6 
6. DISCUSSION  
	
6.1. Introduction 
Chapter 6 examines the results that were presented in Chapter 5 in the context of the 
theoretical framework and extant body of research. The role of this Chapter is to discuss the 
ramifications of the findings and to present reasonable explanations founded in research for 
both the expected and unanticipated results. Chapter 6 is organized by the three research 
questions. However, true to the research design and mixed methods integration strategy, the 
Chapter uses the qualitative and integrated findings to support, enhance and explain the 
quantitative results. Thus, part of the discussion of the experimental research is qualified 
with the qualitative and integrated findings. The Chapter begins with the quantitative study 
and the examination of the experimental results, the first research question. Next it discusses 
the findings from quantitative content analysis, the second research question. However, 
discussion of the quantitative content analysis is included with that of the qualitative content 
analysis that responds to the third research question, because both were derived from the 
same data and the quantitative content analysis was the foundation for the qualitative content 
analysis. Thereafter, the chapter explores the thematic and the pattern analyses and the 
findings that were derived from the integration of the quantitative and qualitative aspects of 
the investigation. However, based on the mixing of methods, the pattern and thematic 
analyses and the integrated analysis are discussed in conjunction with the other findings as 
appropriate.  
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6.2. Quantitative Findings 
The first research question asked: How does participation by emerging leaders in a library 
leadership development program affect their leadership self-efficacy? To address the 
question a series of hypotheses were tested. The results were presented in Chapter 5.  
Previous research, albeit not conducted on librarians or a library, indicated that groups 
that received a leadership development intervention showed significant gains in LSE 
(Augustin, 2003; Feeney, 2006). Thus, it was not surprising to find that at the 95% 
confidence level the mean LSE scores of the group partaking in NELI were significantly 
larger (t (53.04) = 3.78, ρ<.001 (one tailed)) than those who did not experience NELI. The 
large effect size (d = 1.04, r = .46) showed that the differences in LSE gains were quite 
substantial. This powerful finding supported the quantitative findings from the Leading 
Public Libraries program evaluation that participation positively affected self-confidence 
(Wilson & Corrall, 2008), affirmed the perception based findings associated with library 
leadership development program evaluation that participants felt more confident after 
participation (Arnold et al., 2008; Sorenson, 2008; Varlejs, 2007) and validated the 
suggestions that self-confidence growth was one of the most significant program outcomes 
(Arnold et al., 2008; Barney, 2003; Leadership Research & Development Ltd., 2006; Sayers 
& Talvé, 2009; Sorenson, 2008; Varlejs, 2007; Wilson & Corrall, 2008).  
The experimental research herein represented the first time that library research related to 
leadership development considered the construct of self-efficacy, specifically leadership self-
efficacy, rather than the more colloquial term self-confidence and that causality between a 
library LDP and LSE was demonstrated. While addressing a gap in library research, the 
posttest findings that determined that a library leadership development intervention had a 
significant positive effect on LSE provided strong support for those in other disciplines and 
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environments where researchers found that LSE was positively affected by a LDP (Augustin, 
2003; Black & Earnest, 2009; Dugan & Komives, 2007; Feeney, 2006; Harris & Leberman, 
2012; Versland, 2009). The findings broadened the range of research results that suggested 
that across a range of professions, environments and leadership situations, leadership 
development interventions have enhanced leadership self-efficacy.  
Experimental results were also collected seven months after the intervention concluded, 
the delayed posttest. These results were particularly meaningful because there has been little 
other research in any domain that has examined the longer term effect of a leadership 
development intervention of any kind on LSE. The measurement of LSE seven months after 
the conclusion of the program provided evidence that the changes in LSE did not conclude 
with the LDP, but rather were retained. The mean LSE scores for the group participating in 
NELI were significantly larger (t (46.03) = 2.18, ρ =.017, (one tailed)) than those of the 
group who did not participate. Again, the tests were conducted at the 95% confidence level. 
The medium effect (d = .64, r = .31) was indicative of a moderate difference in LSE gains 
between the two groups. The decline if effect size from large to medium suggested that there 
was some erosion of the gains achieved immediately after the intervention to those seven 
months later. However, the intervention was nonetheless effective.  
It was possible that causality at the delayed posttest might have been impaired by the 
potential extraneous variables related to other training interventions and experience that 
could have occurred between the posttest and delayed posttest. While possible, the data 
collected from participants was indicative that participants did not partake of any additional 
training in the period nor did they identify any significant changes in leadership experience 
other than that which was attributable to maturation and already controlled with the use of a 
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control group. Moreover, multiple tests were appropriate to establish causality (Bandura, 
1997). Thus, the changes in LSE seven months after the intervention were still attributable to 
participation in the LDP.  
The relevance of these Delayed gain score findings was twofold. First, the qualitative 
content and integrated analyses identified the need for a tool kit that would allow participants 
to transition the skills and confidence developed during the LDP to their workplace. The 
retention of LSE seven months after the intervention suggested that the transition strategies 
were effective. Second, the findings, together with the posttest results provided insight as to 
the relationship between preparatory self-efficacy and performance self-efficacy as well as 
the stability of LSE over time. 
The qualitative content analysis identified the creation of a leadership tool kit as a 
metaphor to transition the knowledge and skills as well as the LSE from the intervention to 
the real world. The integrated analysis suggested that those who actively developed skills 
conceptualized a tool kit as a way of transitioning from the practice environment to the real 
world. Individuals who not only actively engaged with the content but who created a tool kit 
had among the highest posttest and delayed posttest LSE scores. The gains in LSE measured 
at seven months suggested that the tool kits were effective; participants had the tools to 
successfully transition from feeling confident of their new leadership skills in a practice 
situation to the real world implementation. What the research did not show was whether the 
participants had actually used the skills in the intervening period.  
Bandura (1997) acknowledged that there was a difference between the LSE at the time of 
the development intervention when new skills were to be acquired, preparatory LSE, and the 
LSE required for successful performance of the skills, performance LSE.. That is, 
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participants had to be receptive to acquiring new skills, a developmental mode where lower 
LSE benefitted engagement and proclivity to practice such that repeated practice produced 
increased levels of LSE. Pretest levels of LSE were a proxy for preparatory LSE. 
Presumably, posttest levels of LSE were then the proxy for performance LSE. When LSE 
was measured immediately after an intervention one questioned whether the LSE levels that 
participants identified were artificially buoyed by the immediacy of the success in the 
practice environment and their newly acquired skills. However, the continuing presence of 
high levels of LSE seven months after the intervention suggested that the acquired skills 
would be used if the motivation to do so existed (Bandura, 1997).  
Moreover, the retained LSE, seven months hence, was a testament not only to the strength 
of the LSE beliefs but to the legitimacy of the sources of those beliefs (Bandura, 1997). 
Thus, the mean LSE gain score was indicative that overall the leadership development 
program provided a strong and legitimate source of LSE development and that the LSE 
derived as a result of the experience should be resilient and enduring. Given that the 
underlying premise of the investigation was that skill development alone was insufficient to 
produce leadership; without LSE, the skills would go unused (Bandura, 1997; Kouzes & 
Posner, 2007; McCormick, 2001; Popper & Mayseless, 2007), then the knowledge that an 
LDP developed not only skills but enduring LSE confirmed the importance of this type of 
intervention to developing emerging leaders.  
While the gain score analyses tested the hypotheses relating to LSE changes in groups, 
ANCOVA was used to test hypotheses about the effect of the LDP on the LSE of individuals 
by comparing the delayed posttest LSE of individuals with similar pretest levels of LSE. 
Ideally, the same test would have been used at the posttest but the assumption of 
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heterogeneity of regression slopes was violated necessitating alternate procedures. The test 
was conducted at the 90% confidence level. As expected, the results showed that seven 
months after the intervention individuals who participated in the LDP experienced 
significantly greater increases in LSE than those who did not (F(1,54 ) = 3.26, ρ <.10). The 
difference was not only significant but of a reasonable magnitude as indicated by the 
moderate effect size (partial ɳ2= .057). Because the group of individuals that participated in 
the LDP was equivalent to the group that did not, the results of the individual comparisons 
were as expected; the same as those derived with group analysis. That is, the finding 
confirmed the importance of the LDP to the sustained enhancement of LSE in participants.  
Because one of the assumptions of ANCOVA was violated by the posttest data, the 
Johnson Neyman (J-N) technique was used as an alternative test of the hypothesis relating to 
the effect of the LDP on the LSE of individuals at the Posttest. The J-H provided an 
alternative to ANCOVA when heterogeneity of regression was not present (D'Alonzo, 2004; 
Karpman, 1983; Oshima, 2012a). The J-N results validated the expectation that the LDP had 
a meaningful effect on LDP participants, although it placed some parameters as to which 
participants were affected and for which the results were inconclusive. Specifically, the LDP 
was effective in increasing LSE for the 24 individuals who had pretest scores below 702 but 
for the 11 others the evidence was insufficient to make any conclusions about the effect of 
the LDP. These results suggested that an intervention had a differential effect based on the 
initial level of LSE. The finding was consistent with the construct of preparatory self-
efficacy; those with lower levels of self-efficacy were more likely to benefit from a 
development intervention than those with higher levels (Bandura, 1997; Machida & 
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Schaubroeck, 2011) and with findings that the benefits of a LDP were greater for those with 
low pretest LSE than for those with high pretest LSE (McCormick & Tanguma, 2007).  
The J-N finding also supported the design decision to investigate the differential effects of 
the LDP on those with relatively higher and lower levels of initial LSE. Patterned after the 
median splits undertaken by McCormick and Tanguma (2007), the group attending the 
intervention, the test group, was split into two sub-groups, one with pretest scores above the 
median and one with scores below the median. The same was done for the group of non-
attendees, the control group. In both the test and control groups, the pretest LSE scores of 
those above the median were significantly higher than those below the median. In both 
instances, the difference was very large as evidenced by a very large effect size. The 
comparable pretest results from the test and control groups were expected given that the 
groups were equivalent such that their compositions would have been similar. Consistent 
with the finding that individuals start with different degrees of leadership ability (Day & Sin, 
2011), the results showed that emerging leaders were not homogenous in that there were 
significant differences between individuals with high and low initial levels of LSE.  
Throughout the posttest and delayed posttest, the sub-group of LDP participants with 
pretest LSE above the median continued to exhibit higher scores than did the sub-group with 
pretest LSE scores below the median. The finding was the same in the control group. That is, 
those with higher pretest LSE generally retained relatively higher LSE scores at the posttest 
and delayed posttest irrespective of whether they were subjected to the intervention or not. 
However, the sub-group of LDP participants with scores below the median showed 
significantly greater gains in LSE compared to the sub-group with scores above the median 
after the intervention and then seven months hence. Not only were the results significant but 
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the differences, as evident from the effect sizes, were large. There was no significant 
difference in LSE gain scores of the two control sub-groups at the same test points. At both 
the end of the intervention and seven months hence, the gain scores of the sub-group of LDP 
participants with pretest scores below the median were also significantly greater than the 
scores of the control group. Given the low statistical power, the results were inconclusive 
when the sub-group of LDP participants with scores above the median were compared to the 
control group. Thus, the results confirmed what the J-N suggested; those with lower initial 
levels of LSE experienced greater gains in LSE as a result of a development intervention 
than did those with relatively higher levels of initial LSE. The findings supported the theory 
that those with low preparatory self-efficacy benefitted more from a development 
intervention than did those with high levels (Bandura, 1997; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011) 
and that there was a greater plasticity of individuals that were low in LSE compared to those 
that were high in LSE (McCormick & Tanguma, 2007). 
The results of the J-H procedure and from the median split analysis were consistent with 
the integrated findings and with those of McCormick and Tanguma (2007) that showed that 
those with the highest pretest scores had among the highest losses in LSE after the 
intervention. Those with high preparatory self-efficacy had little motivation to engage and 
practice skills that they believed they already possessed (Bandura, 1997; Machida & 
Schaubroeck, 2011). The Degree of Engagement and Leadership is a Journey patterns 
offered some insights in support of the findings and theory. Individuals with the highest 
pretest scores and lowest posttest and delayed posttest scores were either Sceptical 
Observers and Experienced and Confident leaders, those who were sceptical about the 
potential benefits of the content and thus chose not to actively engage with the practice 
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experiences and who professed confidence in their leadership skills or Participant 
Observers, those who did not take advantage of the practice opportunities or engage fully 
with the integrated experiences and who were often New and Tentative. The most notable 
examples of Participant Observers were individuals who were assigned the role of “Process 
Observer” for their team. In performing the designated role the individuals observed the 
processes rather than engaged in the activity. The lack of active engagement suggested why 
some participants failed to achieve gains in LSE. The finding was consistent with the theory 
that suggested that mastery experiences have the greatest effect on self-efficacy development 
(Bandura, 1997) but it did not specifically account for the reduction in LSE because “there is 
no simple equivalence of performance to perceived self-efficacy” (p. 81). 
The losses in LSE had two potential explanations. First, it was possible that participants 
over-estimated their initial LSE. Given that the participants were emerging leaders, it was 
possible that some had difficulty in assessing the skill level required to perform certain 
leadership tasks (Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Misappraisals of LSE have 
occurred when the environment was complex, when unfamiliarity with the task or situation 
prevailed, when the task was ill defined or more dissimilar to other tasks than expected (Gist 
& Mitchell, 1992).Thus, the lack of leadership experience may have resulted in initial errors 
in LSE assessment that were corrected once the complexity of the tasks became known.  
Second, initial unfounded overconfidence may have been moderated by the experience 
and adjusted after the intervention. Some of those with reduced LSE scores cited unresolved 
conflict as a barrier to development. That is, the experiences negatively affected their 
confidence in resolving conflict. As the team failures associated with unresolved conflict 
occurred prior to the time LSE was actually well developed, the failures were detrimental 
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(Bandura, 1997). While these participants were not actively engaged with all of the content, 
the qualitative results showed that almost all of the participants acknowledged the 
importance of feedback to their growth and development of LSE. The challenge presented by 
conflict and other stressors along with the feedback which gave rise to reflection may have 
questioned fragile LSE beliefs.  
Efficacy beliefs can be tenuous depending on how the belief was derived and the 
authenticity of the sources (Bandura, 1997). Moreover, shaky efficacy beliefs are not 
resilient but rather tend to decline during adversity (Bandura, 1997). The descriptive 
statistics showed that most of the participants claimed to have had some previous leadership 
experience; the source of their initial LSE but the experience might have been from a single 
episode or a class. Thus, some emerging leaders likely possessed initial LSE from sources 
which were not well established or authentic such that their LSE was not resilient but easily 
eroded by the LDP. While not the anticipated outcome, the process of challenging 
unfounded LSE beliefs was nonetheless a valuable exercise as reduced levels of LSE 
suggested engagement in future development opportunities.  
Consistent with the inconclusive findings for those with high pretest LSE from the J-N 
procedure, the integrated results showed that while some participants with the highest pretest 
scores experienced losses in LSE others retained the initial LSE score or experienced gains. 
Generally, lower levels of preparatory LSE were beneficial to LSE development because 
participants felt the need to engage with the content. However, one of team leaders had 
among the highest initial levels of LSE but was an Active Engager in the Degrees of 
Engagement pattern and New and Enthusiastic in the Leadership is a Journey pattern. The 
team leadership role raised the difficulty of tasks and created an unfamiliar environment 
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inherent with successive challenges. By changing the complexity or environment associated 
with a familiar task risk, anxiety and the potential for failure are created such that efficacy 
assessments may be modified (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). The differential challenge associated 
with the team leadership role was enough to engage the participant who may otherwise have 
not engaged with the content. Furthermore, the team leadership role fulfilled the requirement 
for optimal leadership development with challenges that incorporated the risk of failure such 
that not all would be performed successfully (Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011; Moxley & 
Pulley, 2004). The integrated results confirmed that team leaders engaged in a different level 
of mastery experiences which positively affected their LSE development.  
While team leadership was one factor that explained how some of those with the highest 
pretest LSE scores retained those scores or experienced gains in LSE, there were other 
instances of high retained LSE and gains in LSE without team leadership. The integrated 
results highlighted the complexity of the leadership construct. Although one of the 
participants with among the highest pretest scores was deemed a Participant Observer in the 
Degrees of Engagement pattern with Past Baggage in Leadership is a Journey the individual 
not only retained but enhanced their LSE. The qualitative findings revealed that not only 
vicarious learning but social persuasion and feedback were critical in addressing and 
correcting skill and efficacy issues associated with past negative experiences. Modelling 
demonstrates appropriate performance and coping strategies that are invaluable to the LSE 
enhancement of individuals who have had less than satisfactory past experiences and can be 
more important than mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). However, 
evaluative feedback from credible sources complements and enhances LSE derived from 
mastery and modelling experiences (Bandura, 1997). Four of the themes from the qualitative 
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analysis confirmed the importance of vicarious learning and social persuasion: Focus on 
Strengths not Weaknesses - Strengths, Practice Makes Perfect - Repetition, Feedback and 
Reflection, Continuous and Continuing Professional Support and The Essential but Complex 
role of Mentors and Faculty. While the qualitative results did not specify whether the 
combined effects of multiple efficacy sources were additive, multiplicative or related to 
weightings (Bandura, 1997; Steyn & Mynhardt, 2008), it was clear that LSE was developed 
and maintained through the integrated effects of multiple sources of LSE. Finally, as 
suggested by Gist and Mitchell (1992), the presence of a ceiling effect seemed to limit the 
quantified LSE gains of participants who exhibited high pretest LSE even when they actively 
engaged with the content and perceived that the LDP enhanced their LSE.  
The findings related to those with the highest initial levels of LSE also confirmed the 
complexity of the LSE construct. Much of the research on LSE used a more limited 
definition of leadership than used herein. The inclusion of 18 dimensions of LSE suggested 
that an individual could score very highly in overall LSE but have low scores in one or two 
dimensions. The juxtaposition of the quantitative and qualitative results showed that while 
some individuals possessed overall high levels of pretest LSE, some of these individuals had 
one or two areas of leadership where they professed inefficacy and cited unfavourable past 
experiences, failures and a lack of appropriate experience and skill development as 
contributing to their LSE deficiency in particular areas. That is, at the onset of the program, 
some individuals were confident in some aspects of leadership but not in others even though 
overall their LSE scores were relatively high. However, the discussion of the construct 
typically focused on leadership as a single, albeit complex construct. Although Bandura 
(1997) acknowledged the complexity of self-efficacy in advocating for multiple domain 
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related measures of the construct rather than a single item or a general measure, Anderson et 
al. (2008) raised the question as to whether leadership and in particular LSE was a single 
construct with multiple dimensions or multiple related constructs.  
The final set of hypotheses that explored the first research question related to gender. 
While the extant research indicated that males typically exhibited higher levels of LSE than 
females (Duggan & Komives, 2007; McCormick et al., 2002; Owen, 2008; Schyns et al., 
2008), these findings were not confirmed by this investigation of emerging leaders in the 
female dominated library profession. At the onset of the research the male and female 
participants were compared on pretest LSE. The unexpected results showed that the mean 
LSE score of females was higher than that of males, but the difference was not significant. 
The analysis lacked power such that it was not certain that a significant difference did not 
exist in the population. However, in more powerful analyses, the mean of the LSE scores of 
the females in the group that participated in the LDP significantly exceeded that of the males 
in all phases of testing. Not only were the differences significant but they were moderate in 
size as evidenced from the medium effect sizes. Thus, the results from the three phases of 
testing suggested prior research findings that males tended to exhibit higher levels of LSE 
than did females may not be applicable in female dominated professions or to emerging 
leaders in female dominated professions.  
Given that the mean LSE scores for males were significantly less than that for females 
one expected that the males would have exhibited significantly greater gains in LSE after the 
intervention. While at the posttest, the mean of the gain scores for the males exceeded that of 
the females, the difference was not significant. Moreover, at the delayed posttest the finding 
was not sustained in that the mean gain score for the females exceeded that of the males. 
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Because the sample sizes of the male groups were relatively small, neither of the gain score 
analyses had adequate power. It was possible that there was an undetected, significant effect.  
However, the insignificant LSE gain score results may be partially explained by the lack 
of same gender peer to peer vicarious learning and mentoring. The qualitative analysis 
confirmed the previous findings relative to the importance of peer and mentor support to 
leadership (Eich, 2008; Popper, 2005) and LSE development (Harris & Leberman, 2012; 
Versland, 2009) both during the program and thereafter as a supportive professional 
community. LSE growth derived from mentoring and vicarious learning was stronger with 
same gender rather than mixed gender relationships (Bandura, 1997; Barclay et al., 2007). 
While the proportion of male to female leaders and mentors was relatively equal, the 
majority of the participants in the LDP were female. Thus, the males in the LDP may not 
have benefitted from the peer learning relationships to the same extent as the female 
participants. As a result, the interactive effect of multiple sources of LSE (Bandura, 1997) 
may have been impaired for male participants.  
 
6.3. Qualitative Findings  
The qualitative data lent itself to quantitative content analysis to address the second 
research question: What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development 
program are relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders? 
The content analysis, presented in Table 6-1, yielded 18 program content and structural 
elements that were deemed by at least one third of the participants as contributory to their 
LSE development.  
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Table 6-1 Content Analysis – Key Findings 
	
Content or Structural Element(s)1 Key Findings 
Risk 
 
 inherent risk was critical to LSE development 
 supportive environment made risk tolerable  
Supportive Professional 
Environment 
 supportive environment made risk tolerable  
 enduring peer networks, ongoing support to sustain LSE 
Pressure, Stress, Celebration and 
Jubilation - Psychological and 
Affective States 
 celebration and jubilation were important for personal growth and enhanced LSE 
 successful outcomes in stressful environments contributed to LSE 
 unresolved conflict, excessive stress and pressure and a lack of "fun" were perceived to 
adversely affect LSE  
Take Home Tool Kit 
 
 taking it home - knowing that the knowledge and skills would be available and useful 
post intervention, a "tool kit" was important to LSE development 
Mentors 
 
 vicarious learning and social persuasion were most effective when mentors were 
perceived by the participants to be "like" them 
 persuasion and feedback important but most relevant when focused on strengths 
 had to know when to intervene and when to observe - role in managing the experience 
 mentors were a key part of an enduring professional community  
 when mentors were not similar to participants and were perceived as lacking 
understanding then trust was absent and LSE was unaffected or eroded  
Teams 
 
 enhanced LSE as a vehicle for shared experiences and as a support mechanism  
 learning to work in teams and the value of teams was a forum to explore content, solve 
problems and develop leadership skills affected LSE  
Feedback - Social Persuasion 
 
 continuous - the more the better to develop LSE 
 focus on strengths and how to use them enhanced LSE 
 adequate time for reflection and change important to LSE development 
 social persuasion - scheduled mentor feedback was most valuable for LSE 
 mastery- multiple opportunities to practice giving feedback in a safe setting  
Integrated Structure 
 
 progressive opportunities to practice culminating in the case 
 the whole experience including the content, the people, the location, the intensity and the 
time for reflection affected LSE development 
 focus on relationships was important to LSE 
 breadth and depth of the experience was overwhelming to some 
Case Study 
 
 putting it all together - comprehensive mastery experience 
 challenge environment - managing pressure, time constraints, change and conflict was 
critical to enhanced LSE  
  unmanaged pressure and conflict adversely affected LSE 
Conflict Management and 
Resolution 
 
 previous unsatisfactory experiences created a confidence deficit 
 mastery experiences and conflict on team were necessary to develop LSE in area  
 successful experience in conflict resolution enhanced LSE 
 unsuccessful conflict resolution had an adverse effect on LSE development 
Power and Influence, Leading 
Change 
 
 expert facilitation on conceptual content was critical as participants had little or no 
experience or familiarity 
  vicarious learning - expert facilitation and supportive professional environment  
 LSE derived from creation of tool kit  
 lack of mastery engagement resulted in unchanging LSE for some participants and 
acknowledged need for subsequent reflection  
Understanding Oneself 
 
 understanding oneself was critical to LSE and key to understanding others 
 expert facilitation was a differentiating factor that affected LSE 
 focus on strengths was new and important 
 LSE derived from creation of tool kit 
 scepticism of content when test outcomes did not match participant perceptions 
Active Listening, Communication, 
Networking, Visioning, Leadership 
Development Plan 
 mastery-multiple opportunities to practice in a challenging but safe environment 
 previous experience but LSE enhanced by vicarious learning and social persuasion 
 creation of tool kit affected LSE  
 important role of mentors in social persuasion and vicarious learning 
 LSE acquisition was ongoing but these components made a positive contribution 
1Attributes that shared common findings have been grouped together.  
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The results of the qualitative content analysis provided insight as to why the 18 elements 
were important. They were summarized in Table 6 - 1 as key findings related to the third 
research question: What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library 
leadership development program that make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy 
development in emerging leaders? 
While the content analysis provided program attribute specific findings, the thematic and 
pattern analyses generated more generalized understandings about LSE development in the 
context of a LDP program. The thematic analysis gave rise to five themes: 
1. It's Not Just the Content but the Whole Experience  
2. Focus on Strengths not Weaknesses - Strengths  
3. Practice Makes Perfect - Repetition, Feedback and Reflection 
4. Continuous and Continuing Professional Support 
5. The Essential but Complex role of Mentors and Faculty. 
These themes largely confirmed previous research findings except with some significant 
additions that related to the nature of the experience, the focus on strengths and some further 
insights on mentoring. The thematic analysis combined with the content analysis also 
provided refinements to findings relative to peer support, feedback and reflection.  
The pattern analysis yielded two patterns. The first, Leadership is a Journey suggested 
that while all participants were emerging leaders, they were all at different stages of LSE 
development. The five different stages were defined as New and Enthusiastic, New and 
Tentative, Experienced but Room for Growth and Engagement, Past Baggage, and 
Experienced and Confident. Participants engaged very differently with the content and the 
program as a whole. Three levels of engagement were identified and defined as Active 
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Engagers, Participant Observers and Sceptical Observers. Even though many participants 
confirmed that the program was replete with mastery experiences and progressive 
opportunities for experiential learning, some participants elected not to engage fully but 
rather observe the engagement of others. Collectively, the results from content, thematic and 
pattern analyses not only confirmed previous research findings but provided new insights as 
to essential characteristics of a LDP, its components and their relevance.  
The theme relating to the importance of continuous and continuing professional support 
was consistent with the findings from the content analysis related to a supportive 
professional environment. Previous studies suggested that peer support was an important 
element (Arnold et al., 2008; Bonnici, 2001b; Brockmeyer-Klebaum, 2000; The Center for 
Creative Leadership, 2008), contributed to the value (Kempter, 2009) and to the success 
(McCauley & Douglas, 2004; Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004) of a LDP. Versland (2009) 
also found that peer relationships were important to the growth of LSE in school principals. 
Moreover, the use of teams as a vehicle for shared experience and support was perceived to 
enhance LSE development which was consistent with findings that teams and peer to peer 
learning characterized a high quality development environment (Eich, 2008). The findings 
not only supported previous findings attesting to the importance of peer networks but 
connected those networks to LSE development in emerging leaders. The results also 
confirmed the importance of an enduring peer community to librarians (Bonnici, 2001b; 
Brockmeyer-Klebaum, 2000) and linked the awareness of a persistent, supportive 
professional environment to LSE enhancement.  
The research broadened the notion of peer support to include the more encompassing 
professional community which not only included other emerging leaders, but mentors, 
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leaders, vendor colleagues etc. While acknowledging the importance of peers, the 
participants identified the whole of the community as most instrumental in their LSE 
development. The professional community provided not only vicarious learning but social 
persuasion through feedback and affirmation. Participants highlighted the importance of 
finding individuals who they not only respected but who were similar to themselves, 
particularly for vicarious learning. Social persuasion was found to be most effective in LSE 
development when the sources were experienced and credible while vicarious learning 
sources needed to be similar (Bandura, 1997). Thus, the results made an important 
distinction between peer support and the broader notion of professional support and the 
relationship to LSE development.  
The supportive professional community was also connected to risk mitigation and the 
importance of a developmental environment that not only supported the risk taking necessary 
for development but forgave failures (Table 6-1). The professional community was seen as a 
safety net that would provide future guidance and encouragement when participants 
undertook leadership activities and attempted to use the skills developed during the 
intervention. Thus, the research provided insights as to why a professional community was 
perceived to be important to LSE development.  
Perhaps of greatest significance was the finding that some participants, particularly those 
who fit the New and Tentative pattern, suggested that the support from the professional 
community was a tool kit that permitted them to defer experiential learning such that they 
were confident they could apply the skills introduced at the LDP at a later point with the 
support of peers and mentors. Although some developed a tool kit as a transition mechanism 
to ensure that skills developed could be redeployed in a work environment others used the 
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tool kit as a deferral mechanism to justify observational learning with the belief that they 
would get advice, support and guidance when they tried the new skills in the future. These 
individuals suggested that, because of the supportive community, the new knowledge that 
they gained was sufficient to buoy their confidence in the various aspects of leadership and 
by default, the implementation or translation of the knowledge to actions through mastery 
experiences during the LDP was not essential. Thus, an unintended consequence of a 
supportive professional environment was that it became the foundation for some LSE beliefs 
and enhancements. In doing so, participants missed the opportunity to build stronger efficacy 
beliefs from mastery sources and instead based LSE on the presumption that the professional 
community would be an enduring source of modelling, guidance, direction and affirmation. 
Those participants who relied only on social persuasion or the prospect of future social 
persuasion were unlikely to have developed LSE to the extent possible. 
While social persuasion is not a strong single source of efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1977, 
1997; Steyn & Mynhardt, 2008), it is likely that the vicarious experiences derived from the 
observation of peers, mentors and program leaders was an important source of enduring LSE 
although secondary to mastery experiences. Some participants specifically noted the 
importance of vicarious experiences to their LSE development while other alluded to 
vicarious learning based on their descriptions of their observational engagement. However, 
quantitative content analysis indicated that social persuasion was perceived by participants to 
be the most dominant factor in their LSE development. This was contrary to the theory and 
previous findings related to the primary importance of mastery experiences and secondarily 
vicarious learning (Bandura, 1977, 1997; Steyn & Mynhardt, 2008) and findings from the 
integrated analysis on team leadership that showed that developmentally appropriate mastery 
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experiences, such as team leadership, had a powerful effect on the LSE development of all 
emerging leaders regardless of their initial stage of development or initial propensity to 
engage. The contradiction between the perceived importance of social persuasion and the 
demonstrated importance of mastery and secondarily vicarious experiences supported the 
theory that multiple sources often work concurrently to change efficacy and that individuals 
rarely understand efficacy sources such that they underestimate the importance of key factors 
and overestimate the importance of minor factors (Bandura, 1997). The results confirmed the 
theory that social persuasion worked in concert with mastery experiences when participants 
actively engaged with the content or vicarious learning when participants chose to observe 
other members of the professional community.  
The research also confirmed the theory and previous research on the importance of 
mastery experiences. Active Listening, Communication, Networking, Visioning, the 
Leadership Development Plan and the Northern Star case study involved practice situations 
which participants deemed as critical to LSE development. The pattern, Level of 
Engagement, together with the integrated results that connected mastery experiences and 
active engagement to gains in LSE, particularly of team leaders, refined the theory relative to 
mastery experiences in a LDP and LSE. That is, it is not enough that a program offer 
mastery experiences but rather the participants must actually actively engage in those 
experiences to maximize LSE development. Moreover, the theme: Practice Makes Perfect - 
Repetition, Feedback and Reflection explained the inter-relationship of elements and process 
influential in LSE development. The research showed that ongoing and continuous, strength 
based feedback was critical to LSE development as was the opportunity to practice giving 
feedback to peers. Furthermore, findings suggested that the integrated program facilitated 
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feedback coupled with reflection and then further opportunities to practice which 
collectively developed LSE. This was consistent with theory and research that indicated LSE 
is enhanced with developmentally appropriate challenging experiences replete with feedback 
(Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011) and reflection (Fitzgerald & 
Schutte, 2010) and that the success of the development is predicated on these elements 
(Fleishman, 2005 ; Lee, 2005; McCauley & Douglas, 2004; Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004). 
Moreover, the integrated experiences afforded not only feedback, reflection and practice 
components but mentoring, networking and peer support which collectively contributed to 
not only human capital and leader development but social capital associated with leadership 
development (Bilhuber Galli & Muller-Stewens, 2012; Day, 2000). The findings were 
significant because the body of extant research and theory largely addresses leadership 
development rather than LSE development. Thus, the findings extended the concepts 
associated with leadership development to leadership self-efficacy development.  
The finding that a focus on strengths was important to LSE development provided new 
insights and validation for the theory relative to feedback and knowing oneself. Many 
participants noted the focus on their strengths as a different approach to development, one 
which they perceived increased the positive effects on their LSE. The findings supported the 
theory that evaluative feedback that focuses on capabilities positively enhances self-efficacy 
and affirmative experiences lead to the greatest gains in self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994, 1997).  
The focus on strengths was a theme running throughout the program but was also one 
important element of understanding oneself. Participants deemed that gaining greater 
understandings of self was important for LSE growth. This finding was significant because 
there was considerable research that linked knowing oneself and self-awareness to leadership 
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development and the positive outcomes of leadership development programs (Day, 2000; 
Dugan & Komives, 2007; Fleishman, 2005; McCauley & Hughes-James, 1994; Neely, 2009; 
Olivares et al., 2007; Pluzdrak, 2007; Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004) but not specifically to 
LSE. Thus, this research linked self-knowledge to LSE development.  
One of the most interesting findings related to the integrated structure of the LDP and the 
relevance of the whole experience, not just the content. The focus on the entire experience 
and the integrated structure enabled progressive mastery experiences for many leadership 
skills culminating in a case study experience which combined multiple aspects of leadership, 
in an intense setting with time pressure and conflict, emulating a real world experience. The 
physical setting, the supportive professional environment replete with mentors, peers and 
expert facilitation, and the content were collectively conducive to skill development, the 
provision of feedback, reflection and personal growth. Although programs of all durations 
have positively affected LSE (Dugan & Komives, 2007), research has not determined the 
optimal length of a LDP other than to suggest that distributed programs with successive, 
short periods of engagement were insufficient to effect change in leadership effectiveness 
(Day & Sin, 2011). Moreover, intense programs created through rigor and stress, (Versland, 
2009) were more effective than distributed programs (Lai, 1996). The findings suggested 
that the integration of the program content and structural elements and the resulting intensity 
may not only inform duration, but may be of greater significance in LSE development. 
As noted, the qualitative results specifically suggested that the case study element was 
particularly effective as a catalyst for LSE development and an important element of the 
integrated program. Not only did the case study represent a culminating mastery experience 
incorporating various aspects of leadership but it included risk and challenge through stress 
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and pressure. These qualitative findings supported the importance of having appropriate 
levels of challenge and risk in developing LSE (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Machida & 
Schaubroeck, 2011) and skill development (Moxley & Pulley, 2004). Through the 
combination and integration of multiple leadership elements as well as stress and pressure, it 
provided the mastery experience with appropriate levels of risk and difficulty for most 
teams. This was the only study that discussed the importance of an integrated experience and 
one of the few that connected LSE development to risk, challenge and mastery, although 
there are many studies connecting leadership skill development to those elements. 
The elements on conflict resolution and the case study also exposed the importance of the 
mastery of conflict resolution skills to emerging leaders. Previous LSE research has not 
examined the importance of conflict management in the context of leadership development. 
Participants generally admitted that they had few conflict management skills at the onset of 
the program. Those that developed the skills and actively resolved team conflict during the 
case study professed gains in LSE. Those that did not encounter conflict or failed to resolve 
conflict indicated that they needed more practice and were not confidence in that aspect of 
leadership. Moreover, the integrated results suggested that team conflict created stress and 
pressure and the combination of low initial LSE and unresolved conflict resulted in LSE 
losses for some participants. In other instances, teams managed the stress and time pressures 
inherent in the case study or the stress and pressure associated with conflict such that all 
members experienced exhilaration and gains in LSE associated with their success and 
acquired leadership skill. These findings supported the theory relating to psychological and 
affective states whereby a positive mood enhances self-efficacy while stress can enhance 
self-efficacy in certain instances but have a negative effect in others, particularly when task 
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efficacy is low so that the tasks become more daunting (Bandura, 1994, 1997). Conversely, 
the integration of the results also showed that while some individuals with higher initial LSE 
perceived that unresolved conflict affected their LSE, the perceptions were not confirmed in 
the quantitative findings. Thus, those with higher initial levels of LSE were not affected by 
conflict and stress. This is consistent with theory that espoused the resilience of high level of 
LSE even in difficult circumstances (Bandura, 1994, 1997). 
 The findings also demonstrated that when tasks did not have appropriate degrees of 
difficulty, self-efficacy was diminished rather than enhanced (Machida & Schaubroeck, 
2011). That is, some participants suggested and the integrated results confirmed that the 
level of challenge inherent in the case study was inappropriate and debilitative to their LSE 
development. The level of difficulty of the case assignment was the same for all teams but 
the stress and time pressure coupled with conflict created differential challenges which were 
appropriate for some teams yet not for others. This finding cannot be considered without that 
relating to the complex role of the mentors.  
Participants perceived that mentors had a role that was beyond the scope anticipated in 
traditional mentoring in that they identified the need for appropriate levels of mentor or 
leader intervention in the content and experience to manage stress and pressure. The pattern 
and thematic findings indicated that emerging leaders were at different stages of their 
leadership journey and that they engaged differentially. Thus, the mentors or leaders had an 
opportunity to “manage” and model the experience so that it would have been more 
developmentally appropriate. The qualitative findings suggested that there was a complex 
role for mentors and leaders in not only the provision of modelling and social persuasion but 
in the proactive identification of situations that were too stressful or inappropriate for some 
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participants and in the instant modification of experiences so that the challenges presented 
appropriate levels of stress and pressure. This finding supported the theory that through 
guided mastery mentors can make tasks more manageable and decrease debilitative stress 
(Bandura, 1997). Moreover, through appropriate feedback mentors alter the experience of 
the overconfident, experienced and sceptical participants such that these individuals are 
encouraged to engage with the content (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Machida & Schaubroeck, 
2011). The participant expectations and opportunities for meaningful mentor engagement 
suggest a more complex mentor role particularly since individuals may be at very different 
levels of development. Thus, appropriate mentor training is essential (Hicks, 2011).  
Research was divided as to the importance of mentoring in leadership and LSE 
development. While some research found that mentoring was important to leadership 
development (Allio, 2006; Arnold et al., 2008; Barney, 2003; Brockmeyer-Klebaum, 2000; 
Fleishman, 2005; Sheehy, 2004), to LSE development (Gist & Mitchell, 1992) and as a 
predictor of LSE (Dugan & Komives, 2007), other research suggested that the effectiveness of 
mentoring was only achieved when there was an engaged relationship and emotional 
connection between the mentee and mentor (Hicks, 2011; Solansky, 2010) or suggested that 
mentoring did not predict LSE (Blastorah, 2009). This study found that mentors and leaders 
were critical parts of the supportive professional community, sources of feedback and social 
persuasion and vicarious models of leadership with whom participants identified. 
The research also suggested that the credibility and expertise of mentors and particularly 
program leaders was important to LSE development, especially when the content represented 
new ideas and skills such that knowledge sharing, modelling and social persuasion were 
influential sources of LSE. The finding complemented research that found expert facilitation 
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was critical to successful leadership development (Cohenno, 2004; Crosbie, 2005; Eich, 2008; 
Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007; Hardy et al., 2010; Popper, 2005; Thatcher, 2006) and in 
doing so confirmed that the same factors affected both leadership skill and LSE development. 
The findings were also consistent with LSE theory. The credibility of the mentor or facilitator 
determined the effectiveness of social persuasion in efficacy development (Bandura, 1997).  
Finally, both quantitative and qualitative findings that emerging leaders were not 
homogenous but rather were at different stages of the leadership journey such that the stage 
affected their LSE development represented new findings relative to LSE development. 
However, these findings were consistent with research that found that individuals have 
different initial levels of acumen and both develop and respond differentially to content (Day 
& Sin, 2011) and that leadership development is an ongoing process over time (Bilhuber 
Galli & Muller-Stewens, 2012; Kempster, 2009; Van Velsor, Moxley, & Bunker, 2004). 
Thus, a leadership development intervention must consider the development stages of the 
participants (Boyatzis, 1993; Popper, 2005). The findings highlighted the complexity of LSE 
development and the difficulty in specifying a universal program that would respond equally 
to all participants.  
Nonetheless, this mixed methods study showed that the LDP for emerging leaders had a 
significant and enduring effect on LSE. Early leadership experiences were the most 
influential and transformative (Popper, 2005). Thus, the understandings herein about the 
program attributes and the effect on LSE should not only augment theory but inform 
practice.  
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CHAPTER 7 
7. CONCLUSIONS 
	
7.1. Introduction 
Chapter 7 is the culminating chapter in this dissertation which explored whether the 
leadership self-efficacy (LSE) of emerging library leaders was affected by participation in a 
leadership development program and how the content and structural attributes of the 
program affected LSE. It begins with an overview of the purpose of the research, the 
problem and the research questions that were the foundation for the investigations. 
Thereafter, a summary of the results is presented, followed by a discussion on the practical 
and theoretical implications of the findings. Next, the chapter reviews the limitations of the 
research. Finally, the chapter concludes with suggestions for further research and a short 
summary.  
 
7.2. Overview of the Research  
The library profession, like other professions, has been preoccupied with the potential 
leadership deficit that might occur when aging baby boomers retire. In response, a plethora 
of formal leadership development programs have arisen to prepare emerging leaders both in 
the library profession and in society as a whole. Evaluation of these programs has been 
infrequent, not only of library related programs (Mason & Wetherbee, 2004) but in general 
(Black & Earnest, 2009, Russon & Reinelt, 2004). However, participant reporting in the 
library sector has suggested that a primary benefit of these programs is the gain in "self-
confidence", actually leadership self-efficacy (Arnold et al., 2008; Sayers & Talvé, 2009; 
Sorenson, 2008; Varlejs, 2007). Research, albeit limited and outside the profession, has 
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validated the perception that one of the major benefits of participation in a leadership 
development program has been an increase in self-efficacy (Augustin, 2003; Black & 
Earnest, 2009; Dugan & Komives, 2007; Feeney, 2006; Harris & Leberman, 2012; Versland, 
2009). As there has been evidence that leadership self-efficacy (LSE) predicts emergence 
and engagement in leadership (Benson &Campbell, 2007; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Popper & 
Mayseless, 2007; Tubbs & Schulz, 2006; Wallis & McLoughlin, 2007), then it was 
important to ascertain if a library leadership development intervention had an effect on LSE 
and the role that the program structure and content had played in LSE development. 
The overall purpose of the research was to understand how a formal library leadership 
development program for emerging leaders affected the leadership self-efficacy in 
participants; specifically, to measure the change in the self-efficacy of emerging leaders after 
participation in a leadership development intervention, and to understand what specific 
content and structural attributes of the program were relevant to the development of 
participant leadership self-efficacy.  
The research addressed three questions: 
 Question 1: How does participation by emerging leaders in a library leadership 
development program affect their leadership self-efficacy?  
Question 2: What content and structural attributes of a library leadership development 
program are relevant to leadership self-efficacy development in emerging leaders?  
Question 3: What is there about the content and structural attributes of a library 
leadership development program that make them relevant to leadership self-efficacy 
development in emerging leaders? 
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The research adopted a pragmatic stance where the research question was of primary 
importance with the methods subservient to the question (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2007; 
Greene & Hall, 2010; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Social Cognitive Theory and the Self-
efficacy construct provided a theoretical framework for the research. Leadership theory, 
particularly Transformational Leadership theory, and that espoused by Bennis, as well as 
Evaluation Theory provided a further theoretical foundation.  
A mixed methods embedded, experimental after-intervention design Quan(qual) was 
deemed the best way to address all three research questions. The experiment provided 
answers to the first question, while the quantitative and qualitative content analysis 
responded to the second question and the content analysis, including thematic and pattern 
analyses, addressed the third question. The findings were primarily integrated during the 
analysis of the data and the discussion of the results.  
A true experiment with a pretest-posttest equivalent control group design was undertaken. 
The leadership development intervention, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute 
(NELI) agreed to the random assignment of participants to one of two cohorts such that the 
second cohort who received their intervention over a year later than the first cohort was the 
control group for the first cohort. Leadership self-efficacy (LSE) was measured in the 
research participants, 39 members of the test group and the 32 members of the control group 
who completed the required Ethical Review Board documentation and agreed to participate 
in the research, at three points, immediately before the intervention, immediately after the 
intervention and seven months thereafter. LSE was measured using the 88 item Leadership 
Self-Efficacy Inventory (LSEI) that was developed by Anderson et al. (2008) and modified 
with permission for these purposes. The scores on the LSEI were analyzed with descriptive 
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and inferential statistics including independent t-tests, ANOVA, ANCOVA and the Johnson-
Neyman Procedure as appropriate for the research design.  
NELI participants, and thus all research participants, were considered emerging leaders. 
NELI occurred in Canada but was a typical library leadership development intervention, one 
of many that have a similar program and pattern that have taken place both in North America 
and Australasia. The NELI program defined the experimental intervention. 
 Qualitative data was collected from all research participants in the test group at the end of 
the intervention in a pen and paper open-ended qualitative questionnaire. NVivo was used to 
assist with the analysis of the data. Structural coding of the questionnaires was undertaken 
based on the codes derived from known program attributes. Hypothesis coding was done 
based on codes derived from the theoretical framework and body of self-efficacy research 
and In Vivo coding recognized attributes that were perceived by the participants as important 
but not otherwise included in the coding structure. Thereafter, the data was first analyzed 
quantitatively using content analysis to determine which program attributes were cited by the 
most participants as relevant to LSE development. Qualitative content analysis was 
undertaken to theme the data and to provide insights as to why each of the attributes derived 
in the quantitative content analysis was important to LSE. Thereafter, in subsequent stages of 
analysis, thematic and pattern analyses were undertaken on the whole of the qualitative data 
using pattern coding to derive themes and patterns. Thematic and Pattern Analyses were 
vehicles to examine data across all program attributes and provide concise insights 
transcending all aspects of the program.  
While the quantitative and qualitative data sets were used to address different research 
questions, the data was integrated at the analysis and interpretation stage to provide a more 
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in depth understanding of the development of LSE. The quantitative results were used to 
identify a subset of participants who had relatively high or low pretest scores on the 
Leadership Self-efficacy Inventory (LSEI) and individuals who exhibited the greatest gains 
and largest losses in LSE after exposure to the LDP. The quantitative scores were considered 
to be "extreme cases" and were examined in the context of the respective qualitative 
responses and overall qualitative findings. As the self-efficacy construct suggested that 
mastery experiences were not only critical but were the most influential in LSE development 
(Bandura, 1997), the gain scores of the team leaders were examined in the context of the 
qualitative findings. 
 
7.3. Overview of the Results 
The experiment proved that a library leadership development program for emerging 
leaders, NELI, significantly increased the leadership self-efficacy (LSE) of participants, an 
increase that was also evident subsequent to the program. That is, the group that was 
exposed to the program experienced significant increases in the LSE when compared to an 
equivalent group which was not exposed and that a significant increase in LSE was still 
evident in the group seven months after the intervention. Moreover, the same finding was 
applicable to individuals exposed to the intervention when compared to individuals with 
similar levels of pretest leadership self-efficacy who were not exposed to the intervention. 
That is, participation by individuals in a library leadership development program 
significantly increased their leadership self-efficacy.  
Furthermore, the results also showed that a group comprised of the individuals with lower 
initial levels of LSE experienced significantly greater gains in LSE as a result of the 
leadership development program than did both groups comprised of individuals with higher 
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levels of initial LSE who also attended the program and those who did not attend the 
program. Thus, the program was most beneficial for those with the lowest initial LSE levels.  
While gender was expected to predict LSE such that males were expected to exhibit 
higher levels of LSE than females (Dugan & Komives, 2007; McCormick et al., 2002; 
Owen, 2008; Schyns et al., 2008), the results did not confirm this finding but rather showed 
that females displayed significantly higher LSE than males. The results suggested that prior 
findings may not be applicable in a female dominated profession or for emerging leaders in a 
female dominated profession. Furthermore, there was no significant difference in the change 
in LSE of males and females who participated in the intervention. However, all the tests 
were based on small sample sizes and the LSE change related results had low power and 
should be interpreted with caution.  
The quantitative content analysis identified 18 program and structural elements that were 
identified by at least 35% of the participants as important to their LSE development. Some of 
these elements represented program content: understanding oneself, active listening, 
networking, conflict management and resolution, communication, power and influence, 
visioning, creating a leadership/career development plan, and leading change. Structural 
elements such as the integrated structure of the program, the presence of inherent risk, the 
various psychological and emotional states including celebration, jubilation, stress and 
pressure, the supportive professional environment, and the transferability of the skills, that is 
the ability to create a “take home tool kit” were also deemed important. Finally, of relevance 
to participants were elements that represented both structural elements and program content: 
the presence and role of mentors, giving and receiving feedback, working in teams, and the 
case study to practice multiple skills under pressure. Qualitative content analysis shed 
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insights as to what about these elements affected LSE. These insights were generally related 
to growth in LSE however some findings suggested that LSE was actually impaired or failed 
to increase in areas such as conflict resolution when either conflict was not resolved 
successfully in practice situations or when the conflict did not occur and thus adequate 
practice opportunities to attempt conflict resolution were not available.  
The qualitative analysis also yielded five themes and two patterns that were applicable to 
the whole of the program. The themes that emerged suggested critical aspects of the program 
relative to LSE development: It's not just the content but the whole experience, Focus on 
strengths not weaknesses, Practice makes perfect - repetition, feedback and reflection, 
Continuous and continuing professional support, and The essential but complex role of 
mentors and faculty. The thematic analysis confirmed the complexity of LSE development 
and recognized that the importance not only of mastery but of social persuasion and 
vicarious experiences as cumulative and multiple sources of LSE. The two patterns that 
emerged had multiple sub-patterns that provided insights into LSE development. The first, 
Leadership is a Journey included five levels of pre-existing leadership acumen that affected 
LSE development: New and Enthusiastic, New and Tentative, Experienced but Room for 
Growth and Engagement, Past Baggage, and Experienced and Confident. The second 
pattern Degrees of Engagement had three sub-patterns that defined how participants 
interacted with the program and content therein: Active Engagers, Participant Observers and 
Sceptical Observers. 
The integration of the quantitative and qualitative results at the analysis and interpretation 
stages provided additional insights relative to the development of leadership self-efficacy 
(LSE). Irrespective of initial LSE scores, those individuals who actively engaged with the 
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content and availed themselves of all the practice and mastery experiences exhibited some of 
the greatest gains in LSE. This was particularly evident in those who were selected by 
teammates as team leaders. Thus, active engagement and mastery experiences were the most 
influential factors in LSE development. While consistent with the theory on self-efficacy 
development (Bandura, 1997), this was contrary to the perceptions of participants who had 
identified that social persuasion, including feedback and affirmation was the most valuable 
contribution to their growth in LSE but consistent with the theory that individuals had 
difficulty identifying the most influential sources of efficacy development (Bandura, 1997).  
The integration of the qualitative findings with the quantitative results, which suggested 
that those with the lowest levels of initial LSE had significantly greater gains in LSE than 
did other participants, provided additional insights to this phenomenon. The gains in LSE by 
the individuals with the lowest pretest levels of LSE were the greatest when the individuals 
engaged with the content. Engagement was expected from individuals with lower or 
moderate levels of preparatory LSE as they attempted to master new skills. However, even 
engagement with the content could not mitigate the effects of stress, pressure and unresolved 
conflict. That is, low pretest LSE individuals with low preparatory LSE who engaged in the 
content activities, failed to attain all of the anticipated gains in LSE when psychological 
states such as stress, pressure and unresolved conflict clouded the experience. Similarly, low 
pretest individuals who could not assimilate with mentors and who did not feel part of the 
supportive professional community also failed to maximize the benefit of the program. 
Mentors have an important role in mediating these situations and in undertaking appropriate 
interventions when required.  
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The integrated results also confirmed and enhanced the established theories relative to 
LSE development in those individuals with high pretest LSE. First, high levels of pretest 
LSE appeared in some instances to be a proxy for high levels of preparatory self-efficacy in 
that the quantitative results demonstrated that the individuals with higher levels of pretest 
LSE had lesser gains or losses in LSE. The qualitative findings confirmed that some of the 
high pretest LSE individuals were unengaged, often sceptical of the experience and already 
confident which supported the theory that those with high preparatory self-efficacy were 
unwilling to practice, as they believed that they already possessed the requisite skills. While 
the analysis did not specifically address the loss in LSE, it appears that performance self-
efficacy was reappraised after the intervention. That is, these individuals did not engage in 
mastery experiences but realized through participation in the program that they were not as 
confident in their abilities to actually perform leadership activities as they originally thought, 
perhaps because they had a better understanding of what leadership entailed. The benefits of 
a leadership development intervention were questionable for this group of participants.  
Second, as in other research findings, the integrated results suggested the presence of a 
ceiling effect as a potential explanation as to why some individuals with high levels of 
pretest LSE, who not only indicated a need for skill development but who engaged with 
content, successfully increased LSE, albeit to a lesser extent than those with the greatest 
gains in LSE. Third, the integrated results confirmed the theory that misappraisals and 
ensuing overstatements of initial levels of LSE resulted in apparent LSE losses. These 
individuals often engaged with the content. Thus, the LSE changes were a reflection of the 
inaccurate original appraisal rather than a reflection on the efficacy of the program to 
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develop LSE. While the change in LSE for these latter two groups of participants was less 
than desirable, the intervention was still effective.  
Finally, the real test of the efficacy of a leadership development program is whether the 
post-program effects on the intervention can be sustained over time or transitioned to the 
work environment. The quantitative study indicated that gains in LSE were evident seven 
months after the program. The qualitative and mixed analyses suggested that participants 
were concerned about their ability to transition the newfound skills and confidence to a work 
setting such that many metaphorically created tool kits to aid in that transition. The results 
showed that those who were actively engaged and who had a transition strategy exhibited 
and retained higher levels of leadership self-efficacy. While it was important to have created 
experiences that raised the skill level and the LSE of participants, it was equally important to 
have the mechanisms that allowed them to move from preparatory efficacy to performance 
efficacy, that is, from leadership confidence in a practice setting during skill development to 
leadership confidence in the work environment such that the new skills are used.  
 
7.4. Significance and Contribution of the Research  
The research problem suggested that in spite of the proliferation of library leadership 
development interventions, there was scant evidence to support the effectiveness of library 
leadership development programs in enhancing leadership self-efficacy of participants as an 
element of developing effective library leaders. Furthermore, there was little evidence that 
defined relevant content and structure for programs that focused on leadership self-efficacy 
development. The research demonstrated that leadership self-efficacy in emerging library 
leaders can be developed through an immersive leadership development program. The 
research also provided insight as to what program content and structural attributes were 
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important to LSE development and what made these attributes relevant. Thus, the study 
responds to the deficiency in scholarly research on leadership development programming 
noted by Collins (2001). The investigation resulted in significant theoretical advancements 
as well as confirmation of existing theory. Because the study was rooted in practice it offered 
many practical contributions relating to the evaluation of leadership development programs, 
strategies for measuring leadership self-efficacy and building a leadership development 
program to increase LSE.  
 
7.4.1. Theoretical Implications and Significance 
The dominant quantitative investigation in the mixed methods study was a true 
experiment characterized by random assignment of participants to the control and test 
groups. Most studies have been quasi-experimental such that only a few studies in the 
domain of leadership self-efficacy development afforded the advantages of a true 
experiment, internal validity and the ability to demonstrate a causal relationship. Thus, the 
study demonstrated causality between participation in a leadership development intervention 
(LDP) for emerging leaders and significant gains in leadership self-efficacy (LSE). The 
findings were significant because they provided strong support for quasi and non-
experimental research in other disciplines and environments where researchers found that 
LSE was positively affected by a LDP (Augustin, 2003; Black & Earnest, 2009; Dugan & 
Komives, 2007; Feeney, 2006; Harris & Leberman, 2012; Versland, 2009).  
A library setting was used to address gaps in research relating to library leadership 
development and for the first time incorporated the construct of leadership self-efficacy, 
rather than the more colloquial term self-confidence. Causality between a library LDP and 
LSE was demonstrated. The study confirmed perceptions and findings (Arnold et al., 2008; 
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Barney, 2003; Leadership Research & Development Ltd., 2006; Sayers & Talvé, 2009; 
Sorenson, 2008; Varlejs, 2007; Wilson & Corrall, 2008) in the library profession that the 
development of "confidence" or LSE was one of the most important outcomes of a LDP.  
This study found that emerging leaders in a LDP showed gains in LSE, attributable to the 
program, when measured seven months after the conclusion of the intervention. The study 
was also the first to show the causal relationship between a leadership development program 
and persistent changes in leadership self-efficacy. The extant research has focused on the 
relationship between a leadership development intervention and the immediate change in 
leadership self-efficacy such that this research represented a new contribution in support of 
the theory on LSE development. Many of the elements with theoretical significance had 
inherent practical significance as well.  
 Leadership Self-efficacy Development 
o The findings from the library profession broadened the scope of research that 
found across a range of professions, environments and leadership situations, 
leadership development interventions have enhanced leadership self-efficacy.  
o The study confirmed findings related to the plasticity of LSE such that those 
with low initial levels of LSE experienced greater gains in LSE than did those 
with high initial levels of LSE when subjected to a leadership development 
intervention. The study showed that the effectiveness of a LDP as measured 
by gains in LSE was greater for those with lower levels of initial LSE than 
those with higher levels of initial LSE. However, given the ceiling effect and 
the complexity of the construct, the relationship between the plasticity of LSE 
as a single construct and effectiveness merits further consideration.  
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o The study provided new evidence that emerging leaders were not a 
homogenous group but rather possessed different levels of initial LSE and 
were at different stages in LSE development. The finding is consistent with 
that related to leadership acumen. Moreover, the process of LSE development 
was ongoing and iterative. The findings were consistent with those related to 
leadership skill development such that both leadership skill and self-efficacy 
development are affected by the same type of development intervention.  
o The findings supported existing evidence as to the importance of mastery 
experiences as a source of self-efficacy but clarified that in a team setting the 
extent to which individuals engaged in the mastery experiences affected LSE.  
 Leadership Self-efficacy and Gender 
o Prior findings that males possessed higher levels of LSE than their female 
counterparts (Duggan & Komives, 2007; McCormick et al., 2002; Owen, 
2008; Schyns et al., 2008) were not validated. While more research is 
necessary, this library related research raised questions as to whether the 
previous findings were applicable to female dominated professions and about 
the importance of same sex mentors and peers.  
 Leadership Development Programs and Leadership Self-efficacy  
o The study was unique in that it examined a leadership development 
intervention to determine how the components affected LSE development. 
The results did not specify an optimum duration for a program, but provided 
insights as to the importance of an immersive and integrated program replete 
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with the four sources of self-efficacy and with content and structural attributes 
that collectively created the leadership experience.  
o The findings enhanced previous research that suggested a peer community 
was important to leadership development with the determination that a peer 
community was also important to LSE development and with the finding that 
a supportive professional community including not only peers but other 
models, leaders, and mentors had an effect on LSE development. However, 
the research also raised questions as to whether the promise of ongoing 
support from the peer group or a supportive professional community stifled 
the adoption of other stronger sources of efficacy development. 
o Consistent with the theory on self-efficacy development, the research was the 
first study to show that not only feedback and social persuasion but leadership 
development program content that incorporated strengths based exercises and 
that focused on the strengths of participants affected LSE. 
o The extant body of research has mixed findings on the link between mentors 
and LSE development. The study found that mentors had an important role 
and were a source of LSE development in their capacity as models and 
members of a supportive professional community and when they provided 
advice and feedback. Mentors with whom the mentees could identify appeared 
to be most influential. The finding emphasized the complexity of the role and 
consistent with the theory on guided mastery suggested that mentors were 
expected to manage the leadership development experience to ensure the 
appropriate levels of challenge and stress were present in experiential 
385 
	
situations. The research implied that the selection and training of appropriate 
mentors was essential if mentors were to meet the expectations and maximize 
the potential for LSE development. The findings were also consistent with the 
theory that the credibility of mentors and leaders was important to LSE 
development and with research related to the importance of expert facilitation 
to leadership development. The research expanded the theory to link expert 
facilitation to LSE development. 
o The research demonstrated the importance of developing leadership self-
efficacy in conjunction with leadership skills and competencies. 
 
7.4.2. Practical Implications and Significance 
This results of the investigation provided certainty that an offsite, intensive and integrated 
library leadership development program for emerging leaders enhanced leadership self-
efficacy in participants both immediately after participation and in the longer term. 
Moreover, the content analysis provided guidance on the structure and content of the 
program. Not only were the most influential content elements and structural attributes 
identified but the research provided evidence as what characteristics of the elements and 
attributes made them important to LSE so that they could be replicated in other instances.  
The mixed methods research provided a simple but comprehensive evaluation framework 
that would address the criticism of current LDPs both in the library profession and in the 
broader community. The experimental quantitative research and an embedded qualitative 
design and underlying pragmatic research philosophy is directly applicable to leadership 
programs which could adopt the model for program evaluation of leadership development 
programs focused on leadership self-efficacy development. Because so many of the findings 
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herein relative to LSE were consistent with those in the body of research relating to 
leadership development, the evaluation format would be equally applicable to programs 
focused on effective leadership development. The LSE measurement questionnaire and scale 
are potentially useful in subsequent research and for program evaluation. The research would 
be valuable to funding agencies in their review of leadership development program proposals 
and the effectiveness of funded LDPs as well as the library community who should be better 
informed as to effective strategies in leadership development programming and evaluation.  
Some of the specific findings also had practical relevance. First, the finding that those 
with low initial LSE had a greater gain in LSE after a development intervention than did 
those with high initial LSE, together with the finding that emerging leaders were not 
homogenous and overall findings relative to the complexity of leadership development, 
raised the question whether tests of initial levels of LSE should be used to select individuals 
for participation in a LDP who were most likely to achieve the greatest gains in LSE. 
Second, findings related to the need to have mentors who were both credible and with whom 
mentees could find affiliation, coupled with the complex role of the mentors in maximizing 
the value of the program to individuals suggested that mentor selection and training was an 
important element in developing a LDP. Third, the importance of repeated practice 
opportunities and mastery experiences to LSE development and the finding that individuals 
engaged differentially in these experiences suggested that it was not enough that a program 
provide experiential learning but rather mechanisms, such as mentor guidance and targeted 
feedback were needed to encourage the engagement of all participants in the experiences. 
However, program developers had to acknowledge that the old adage “you can lead a horse 
to water but you can’t force him to drink” was applicable and affected the success of any 
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LDP. Fourth, the gestalt of an immersive, integrated program appeared to be more influential 
in LSE development than did individual program elements. This finding is particularly 
relevant to those considering leadership training or development of individual leadership 
skills or competencies. Finally, findings related to stress, pressure and conflict management 
should inform those developing LDP of the content that is most needed by emerging leaders 
and the importance of managing stress and pressure to create maximize LSE gains through a 
developmentally appropriate experience.  
 
7.5. Limitations 
The study made unique contributions to the body of research relating to leadership self-
efficacy development, library leadership development and evaluation. However, as with any 
research, the investigation had limitations. Four limitations, sample size, the LSE 
measurement scale, statistical techniques, and generalizability are discussed below.  
The total number of potential participants in the research was N=86 but the actual number 
of persons who agreed to participate in the research was N=71. The number of research 
participants who completed the Leadership Self-efficacy Inventory (LSEI) at various time 
periods varied from N= 69 to N = 57 depending on the test phase and structure. While the 
sample sizes were sufficient for statistical significance and power in most instances, the 
sample sizes when exploring gender differences were not large. Typically males have been 
underrepresented in librarianship, a female dominated profession, and thus in leadership 
development programs. The relatively few number of males participating in the intervention 
n=12 and in the research, n=10 resulted in a lack of power in analyses by gender. That is, the 
risk of accepting the null hypothesis that there were no differences between groups, when 
there was in fact a significant difference, was quite high. Because the same limitations were 
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applicable to other participant subsets i.e. leaders, dysfunctional groups, the research design 
specifically excluded those analyses. Gender was retained because of the substantive body of 
research attesting to its importance. While the overall findings were powerful and not 
compromised, findings related to gender were susceptible to the aforementioned risk and 
should be interpreted with caution.  
The Leadership Self-Efficacy Inventory (LSEI) (Anderson et al., 2008) was selected 
because it was a comprehensive scale that was not only consistent with the pragmatic 
research paradigm, but was appropriate to the both the nature and scope of the leadership 
intervention and aligned with the theoretical and conceptual frameworks for leadership, self-
efficacy and evaluation. Paglis (2010) suggested that the scale reflected the broadest view of 
leadership. The scale however, was new and while it had been subjected to rigorous analysis 
in development it had not been widely tested thereafter. The sample sizes that were available 
for this investigation or from other library leadership development programs were 
insufficient to conduct confirmatory factor analysis with the necessary rigor. Thus, the 
structure of the LSE construct with 18 latent variables or factors was not rigorously tested 
nor fully exploited. Given the rigor in the scale creation and the test-retest reliability that 
ranged from .780 to.911and internal consistency as measured with Cronbach’s alpha for the 
18 latent variables that ranged from .66 to.94, the scale was deemed acceptable for the 
research purposes. Had validation been more robust or possible, then the 18 factors could 
have been correlated with program content and a more extensive integration of the 
qualitative and quantitative results would have been possible. However, the research design 
did not contemplate this integration because of the known limitations.  
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There are three statistical limitations associated with this research. First, there has been 
considerable debate about whether gains scores or ANCOVA, which treats pretest scores as 
a covariate, are more appropriate analyses mechanisms in a pretest-posttest environment. 
Some arguments have favoured gain scores while others ANCOVA (Smolkowski, 2010). As 
discussed in Chapter 4-6, both gain scores and ANCOVA were adopted consistent with the 
stance that suggested that both were appropriate but for different research questions 
(Fitzmaurice et al., 2004). However, there remain strong preferences in the research 
community and this investigation could be criticized for using either of the approaches.  
A second statistical limitation arose when the heterogeneity of regression slopes 
assumption was violated such that ANCOVA was not robust and thus not used to analyze the 
individual pretest-posttest scores. Instead, the Johnson-Neyman procedure was adopted 
based on research that suggested it was an appropriate replacement for ANCOVA in similar 
circumstances (D’Alonzo, 2004; Karpman, 1983; Oshima, 2012a). Robust procedures were 
potentially available through structural equation modelling (SEM) but were beyond the 
scope of this dissertation. Given the sample size limitations and corroborating tests, there 
was no certainty that SEM would have provided more elaborative results.  
The third statistical limitation relates to what might be perceived as a time series design 
when the methodology deliberately did not treat it as such. LSE was measured immediately 
before the intervention, immediately after the intervention and seven months thereafter. 
There was neither a hypothesis nor any intent to measure growth in LSE in the period 
between the end of the intervention and seven months hence. Rather, the study attempted to 
control for experience or additional training that might have been garnered in that period so 
as to isolate the effects of the development intervention. The purpose of measuring the 
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change in LSE between the pretest and the delayed posttest was to ascertain whether 
participants were able to successfully transition gains in LSE to the work environment. 
Research suggested that there was a difference between preparatory self-efficacy and 
performance self-efficacy, the former enabling skill development and efficacy in the practice 
environment and the latter enabling performance in the real environment (Bandura, 1997; 
Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011). Thus, a measurement at the end of the intervention may 
have been affected by feeling of confidence generated in the practice environment. The 
delayed measure was more likely to reflect performance efficacy. Thus, the multiple 
measures did not acknowledge a time series design but the measurement of two distinct 
elements of the construct.  
Given that the study included an experiment, the generalizability of the quantitative 
results may be impaired. Experimental research has often been criticized for inherent issues 
of external validity because the research has been conducted with specific units 
(participants), treatments, observations and settings (Cronbach, 1982). Moreover, any 
quantitative finding conducted on a single program at a single period in time has limitations 
to generalizability (Weiss, 1972). The research was undertaken using one instance of a 
specific leadership development intervention, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute 
(NELI). NELI was comprised of specific content and structural elements, which collectively 
formed the experimental treatment. To expand the experiment beyond a single program 
would not only have sacrificed causality but opportunities to include other programs did not 
exist. Furthermore, to extend the experiment to multiple instances of the program was 
neither an available option nor within the scope of the dissertation. The repetition of the 
experiment on another instance of NELI could be considered for further investigation.  
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However, Shadish et al. (2002) argued that the characteristics of an experiment do not 
impair validity, usability or value of the research to the understanding of treatment effects 
but rather the generalizability is dependent on the context of the user and the knowledge that 
the user has of the context of the experiment. The context of the experiment can be defined 
by rich descriptions of the participants, settings, outcomes and treatment (Cronbach, 1982; 
Shadish et al., 2002). Rich descriptions have been provided to enhance generalizability. 
Furthermore, inherent in the qualitative concept of transferability is the provision of thick 
descriptions of the research context. Moreover, the consideration of the research context 
including the population, the setting and the time through rich description is consistent with 
the principles of inference transferability which has typically been the approach to external 
validity in a mixed methods study (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009) and which formed the 
framework for generalizability herein. Thus, the mixed study made up of both the 
quantitative and qualitative components has inference transferability as defined by both the 
context of the research and the users of research. However, only the users of the research can 
determine the degree of the inference transferability. The research findings were applicable 
to NELI but through the thick description that facilitates alignment of contexts, inferences 
transferability can readily be determined by potential users and for other leadership 
development interventions.  
 
7.6. Recommendations for Future Research 
A single research undertaking cannot possibly address all of the questions that might be 
associated with complex concepts like leadership self-efficacy and leadership development. 
While addressing the research questions, opportunities for future research became evident. 
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The research exposed many areas outside the scope of this dissertation where future or 
ongoing research would be beneficial both to expand the theories and to inform practice.  
First, to address questions associated with the generalizability of the quantitative results, 
the research could be repeated using the same leadership development program over time 
and the same methodology and design. The research could also be repeated with other 
similar programs. However, as programs are similar but not identical, the treatment would 
vary from program to program such that other issues such as the control of extraneous 
variables and causality could arise.  
Second, the scale associated with the Leadership Self-efficacy Inventory suggested that 
88 questions produced 18 latent factors that comprised the construct of leadership self-
efficacy. The inventory and scale are potentially useful as an instrument to assess leadership 
self-efficacy and associated development interventions. However, the scale needs to be 
subjected to additional research that would include confirmatory factor analysis to validate 
the 18-factor structure and to potentially reduce the number of questions contributing to the 
factors. The application would have to have large enough sample sizes to permit rigorous 
analysis and to ascertain that the gradients of difficulty are appropriate or a wider range of 
leadership self-efficacy than that tested with emerging leaders.  
Third, additional research could be done to explore the relationship between gender and 
LSE in the library profession. The results, while interpreted with caution, suggested that 
gender might not be a predictor of LSE in librarians. As this contradicts findings in other 
domains, research with sufficient sample sizes would ascertain the relationship.  
Fourth, for the purposes of this study, median splits were used as a mechanism to separate 
those with lower levels of initial self-efficacy from those with higher levels pursuant to the 
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practices in research. However, the use of the median to divide high and low efficacy levels 
is somewhat arbitrary (Field, 2009). Procedures like the Johnson-Neyman suggested that 
there may be other ways to isolate high and low levels of initial LSE. To gain a better 
understanding of the demarcations of low and high initial levels of leadership self-efficacy, 
in particular preparatory efficacy, additional research to explore methods for differentiating 
high and low efficacy as well as research on the differential effects of a leadership 
development intervention on those with low and high initial levels of LSE is needed.  
Fifth, further research to explore the differential characteristics of the content and 
structural attributes of a leadership development program for those with low initial levels of 
LSE compared to one for those with high initial levels of LSE. The research would extend 
the current research and the applicability of a leadership development program beyond 
emerging leaders. It would also address the theory aspects that suggest that the appropriate 
level of challenge must be incorporated in mastery experiences if participants are to 
maximize benefits. Given that different levels of LSE respond differently to challenges, 
further enhancing the understanding as to what constitutes an appropriate level of challenge 
and how this can be effectively managed for different levels of LSE would provide useful 
information for those implementing development programs.  
Sixth, the research highlighted the differential effect that stress, pressure and conflict had 
on those with differing levels of LSE. Moreover, while mastery experiences had the most 
profound influence on LSE, the debilitating effects of stress and pressure seemed to mitigate 
other additive elements. More research on the cumulative effects of mastery experiences, 
social persuasion, vicarious learning and the interplay of psychological effects is needed.  
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Seventh, the research provided many insights as to the LDP program content and 
structural elements that affected LSE, but no attempt was made to ascertain why some 
elements were deemed to have little or no effect on LSE development. This identification 
and investigation of irrelevant content was beyond the scope of this dissertation but might be 
useful in the development and evaluation of leadership development interventions. 
 
7.7. Summary 
The research sought to determine whether a library leadership development intervention 
for emerging leaders had a positive effect on leadership self-efficacy (LSE). The intent was 
to gain an understanding as to what program content and structural elements affected the 
development of LSE and why these attributes were important. The research demonstrated 
that a library leadership development program for emerging leaders resulted in significant 
gains in leadership self-efficacy of participants, gains that for the most part were transitioned 
to the work environment. While initial levels of LSE predicted the gains, active engagement 
with program content with repeated opportunities to practice leadership skills at appropriate 
levels of challenge was a definitive factor in LSE development. Furthermore, these mastery 
experiences complemented by ongoing vicarious learning and support from mentors, peers 
and the professional library community formed the gestalt of the development environment 
that as a whole affected LSE. The positive effect of the intervention was only diminished 
when inappropriate levels of stress and pressure were present. Inference transferability 
suggests that leadership development interventions for emerging leaders patterned after the 
Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute should achieve similar results. 
Part of the rationale for the study was to provide some evidence that library leadership 
development programs are a worthwhile undertaking, particularly when they enhance LSE. 
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However, these programs are costly and most programs want to maximize the sustained 
gains in LSE. The research has provided many insights as to the content and structural 
elements that participants perceived affected LSE and how that content needs to be 
constructed to maximize the benefits to participants. Yet, emerging leaders are not a 
homogenous group. Furthermore, the old adage “you can lead a horse to water but you can’t 
force him to drink” seemed to apply. In spite of the numerous opportunities to actively 
partake in the content and practise leadership skills, many participants chose to take an 
observer role. Gains in LSE were not maximized in these instances. Other participants with 
high initial levels of LSE were sceptical, confident and failed to engage. While an expanded 
role for mentors may mitigate some of these issues, it is unlikely they would all be 
remediated. Thus, in spite of the efficacy of the intervention, some salient questions remain. 
Is it ethical and practical to test initial LSE such that development efforts could be focused 
on those who benefit the most from the experience? Is it practical to construct development 
interventions that would accommodate a range of LSE development levels and offer level-
appropriate programming within a single intervention? The responses to these questions 
would generate additional opportunities for research. While the research has contributed to 
our overall understanding of leadership self-efficacy development, only additional research 
will address the myriad of new questions arising as a result of the study.  
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APPENDIX	A	‐	Self‐Efficacy	Scale	Review	
	
Authors	&	
Title	
Compositio
n	
Testing	&	Validity	 Purpose	 Assessment	
General Self-Efficacy Scales 
Developed by 
M. Sherer, J. E. 
Maddux, B. 
Mercadante, S. 
Prentice-Dunn, 
B. Jacobs, and 
R. W. Rogers 
(Sherer et al., 
1982) 
General Self-
efficacy scale  
36 reduced to 
17 items = 
GSE; 6 
items=social 
self-efficacy 
 Tested on 376 students 
in introductory 
psychology 
 Correlated with six 
personality measures – 
construct validity 
 Tested on  150 patients  
 Criterion validity 
 14 pt Likert scale 
 “can” vs “will” not 
clear in questions 
 Gradients not evident 
 Construct validity 
inconclusive 
 
General Self-efficacy in social 
skills or vocational 
competence; social self-
efficacy.  
Develop a measure of self-
efficacy that was not tied to 
specific situations or 
behaviour 
 Self efficacy is normally a 
situation specific belief  
 Based on Bandura’s theory 
that personal mastery 
experiences that contribute to 
efficacy also generalize to 
other actions beyond the 
target behaviour  
 Scale created based on 
theory that generalized 
expectations should 
influence the individual 
expectation of mastery in 
new situations 
Scale is not 
useful.  
 
Self- efficacy is 
not a global 
measure so the 
scale must be 
tailored to 
specific functions 
(Bandura, 1997)  
Developed by 
R. M. Tipton 
and W. L. 
Worthington 
(Tipton & 
Worthington, 
1984)  
 
Reviewed by C. 
J. Lennings 
(Lennings, 
1994) 
 
General Self-
Efficacy Scale 
27 item long 
version, 
10 item brief 
 
 
 Scale information 
contained in review 
rather than original 
documentation 
 Review tested 236 
university and 159 high 
school students 
 7 pt Likert 
 Cronbach’s apha = .83 
& .77 
 Construct validity not 
acceptable 
General Self-efficacy scale & 
Test of General Self-efficacy 
scale 
Scale is not 
useful. 
 
Self- efficacy is 
not a global 
measure so the 
scale must be 
tailored to 
specific functions 
(Bandura, 1997)  
 
Lennings showed 
scale did not 
measure the 
constructs 
intended 
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Leadership Self-Efficacy but task specific or limited 
Developed by 
L. L. Paglis and 
S. G. Green, 
(Paglis & 
Green, 2002)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 x 4 = 12 
items 
 Tested on 150 
managers and 41 
collaborators in 
chemical and real estate 
firms. 
 Reliability .7 or > all 
measures 
 Cronbach’s alpha .86+ 
 100 pt scale, 0-100 
 “can” used not will 
 Gradients of difficulty 
 Construct validity 
 Concurrent validity 
adequate but not 100 
percent positive 
 Criterion validity 
 Interrelator reliability 
tested    
 Research – scale developed 
to support research design 
 Intended to measure 
leadership self-efficacy 
 Based on a definition of 
leadership that differentiated 
leadership and management 
 Change orientation to 
leadership definition 
Scale is not 
useful for 
purposes herein. 
 
Measures only 
one dimension of 
leadership – 
confidence in 
ability to effect 
change as unique 
to and definitive 
of leadership.  
Does not 
contemplate all 
dimensions of 
leadership across 
a range of 
theories so there 
would be no 
construct validity 
for this research. 
Developed by 
M. Chemers, C. 
B. Watson, and 
S. T. May 
(Chemers et al., 
2000) 
 
8 items from 
Murphy 
(1992) and 16 
items based on 
Army 
Leadership 
Assessment 
Program 
 96 military cadets 
 1-5 Likert scale 
 Poor to superior rating 
on 9 pt scale for army 
leadership qualities 
 Does not fit Bandura 
prototype 
 Single items used to 
rate category rather 
than multiple items 
 Research – scale developed 
to support research design 
 Intended to measure 
leadership self-efficacy 
 Combined Murphy (1992) 
scale with leadership 
qualities defined by army – 
but rated ability  
Scale is not 
useful for 
purposes herein. 
 
Used by K. Y. 
Ng, S. Ang, and 
K. Y. Chan (Ng 
et al., 2008) 
11 items – 
adopted from 
Chemers et 
al.(2000)  
 394 military cadets in 
Singapore 
 1-7 Likert scale 
 Cronbach’s alpha = .96 
 Beliefs tested- Can 
implicit 
 Single items used to 
rate category rather 
than multiple items 
 Research – scale developed 
to support research design 
 Intended to measure 
leadership self-efficacy 
 Adapted Chemers,Watson & 
May scale 
Scale is not 
useful for 
purposes herein. 
Leadership Self-Efficacy but specific to professions 
Used by T. M. 
Versland 
(Versland, 
2009) 
18 items from 
Tschannen-
Moran and 
Gareis (2004) 
   292 principals 
 1-9 Likert scale 
 Cronbach’s alpha=.91 
 “Can” statements 
 Established reliability 
 Gradients of difficulty 
 Pre-existing scale evaluated 
and used to support research 
design 
 Intended to measure 
leadership self-efficacy but 
in school principals.  
 Profession specific scale 
 
 
 
 
 
Scale is not 
useful for 
purposes herein 
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Leadership Self-Efficacy – potentially useful 
Used by M. 
Blastorah 
(Blastorah, 
2009) 
 
30 items, 5 
subscales of 6 
items each 
from the 
Leadership 
Practices 
Inventory 
developed by 
Posner and 
Kouzes 
(1988). 
 114 nurses 
 LPI has been validated 
and is reliable with 
Cronbach’s alpha at .87 
 Construct validity of 
LPI 
 1-10 Lickert scale for 
LSE 
 “Can” statements 
 Did not calculate 
separate validity and 
reliability for modified 
scale for LSE but rather 
referred to that 
established for the LPI   
 Research - scale developed 
to support research design 
 Based on Kouzes and 
Posner–Leadership Practices 
Inventory (LPI) 
 Use to evaluate self-efficacy 
in Nurses 
 Female dominated 
profession  
 Actual instrument must be 
obtained from LPI creators 
Scale merited 
further 
consideration for 
use herein but 
was based on 
Kouzes & Posner 
and required a 
license to use the 
LPI. Adaptation 
for the 
environment was 
potentially 
problematic. 
Used by C. L. 
Hoyt, S. E. 
Murphy, S. K. 
Halverson, and 
C. B. Watson 
(Hoyt et al., 
2003)  
 
8 items on 
LSE and 4 and 
4 respectively 
on others from 
Murphy 
(1992) 
 117 students 
 1-5 Likert scale 
 Reliability & validity 
 Internal Consistency 
 Cronbach’s alpha .75-
.94 
 “Can” statements 
 Dual Format 
 Pre-existing scale evaluated 
and used to support research 
design  
 Leadership self-efficacy, task 
efficacy and collective 
efficacy for task 
 
Scale is not 
useful for 
purposes herein.  
Used by F. Finn 
Finn (2007).  
11 items from 
unpublished 
scale 
developed by 
Mason, Parker 
and Griffin 
(Finn, 2007) 
 50 in research but scale 
was developed with 
larger population 
 Internal reliability .90+ 
 0-10 scale 
 “Can” statements 
 Ratings based on few 
items 
 Construct validity 
relative to definition of 
leadership. 
 Research – scale used and 
evaluated to support research 
design 
 Leadership self-efficacy  
 Transactional and 
transformational behaviours 
 Focused on team behaviours 
and leading a team 
Scale was too 
task specific as it 
focused on team 
behaviours and 
team leadership. 
 
Used by M. J. 
McCormick 
and.J.Tanguma, 
(McCormick & 
Tanguma, 
2007)  
8 items from 
Kane and 
Baltes (1998) 
 280 student volunteers 
 Can statements 
 1-7 Likert scale 
 Cronbach's alpha = .90 
 Pre-existing scale evaluated 
and used to support research 
design  
 
Scale was too 
task specific. 
Focused on small 
subset of 
leadership 
behaviours. 
Developed by 
A. Bobbio and 
A. M. 
Manganelli 
(Bobbio & 
Manganelli, 
2009) 
21 items in 6 
dimensions 
 695 individuals, of 
which 372 university 
students and 323 non-
students 
 Italy 
 Implicit “Can” 
 1-7 Likert scale 
 Multiple items for each 
dimension 
 Gradients 
 Reliability acceptable 
 Cronbach’s alpha =.91-
.94 
 Leadership self-efficacy 
incorporating multi-
dimensional aspects – scale 
development  
 Based on literature review 
and broadening construct of 
leadership from that used by 
Paglis and Green (2002). 
 Change, team and 
communication & 
transformation themes 
 Population tested could be 
expanded 
Scale was 
considered for 
usen. Unclear 
whether it would 
be adaptable for 
purposes and 
population.  
Number of items 
is at the lower 
end of the 
recommended 
number per 
dimension. 
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Developed by 
D. W. 
Anderson, H. T. 
Krajewski, R. 
D. Goffin, and 
D. N. Jackson 
(Anderson et 
al., 2008) 
88 items in 18 
dimensions 
 
 Original scale 
development testing on 
251 (172 women & 72 
men) in international 
financial services co. 
 Cronbach’s alpha = .79 
 Reliability acceptable 
 “Can” used 
 1-7 Likert scale 
 Gradients incorporated 
 Confidentiality assured 
 Construct validity    
 Some dimension 
Cronbach's alpha was 
low .55-.68 but not 
significantly different 
from other similar 
measures   
 Leadership self-efficacy as it 
relates to leadership 
effectiveness 
Scale is highly 
desirable for 
purposes herein. 
 
Scale was 
developed both 
by a review of 
leadership 
literature (all 
encompassing) 
and then theory 
empirically tested 
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APPENDIX	B	–	Leadership Self‐efficacy Scale Appropriateness 
Evaluation and Summary 
	
N= Criteria not met    Y= Criteria fulfilled   ?= Uncertain or inconclusive   S=Single   D=Dual 	
																																										
Scale	
	
																							
	
	
Evaluation	
Criteria	
	
M
cC
orm
ick and 
Tangum
a (2007) and 
K
ane and B
altes (1998) 
Tipton and W
orthington 
(1984) 
Sherer et al. (1982) 	
C
hem
ers et al. (2000)       
and M
ur phy (1992) 
Paglis and G
reen 
(2002) 
N
g et al. (2008) and 
C
hem
ers et al. (2000) 	
V
ersland (2009) and 
Tschannen-M
oran and 
G
areis (2004) 
B
lastorah (2009) and 
Posner and K
ouzes 
(1988) 
H
oyt  et al. (2003) and 
M
ur phy (1992) 
Finn (2007)  
B
obbio and M
anganelli, 
(2009) 
A
nderson et al. (2008) 
Citations,	reviews,	
multiple	use		
Y Y	 		Y Y Y Y Y N Y	 Y	 N N
Internal	consistency	–	
Cronbach’s	co‐
efficient	alpha	
acceptable	range	
Y Y	 Y Y Y Y Y Y?	 Y	 Y	 Y Y
Test‐Retest	reliability	
or	alternate	forms	
reliability	
Y	 Y	 Y?	 Y	 Y	 Y?	 Y	 Y?	 Y	 Y	 Y	 Y	
Construct	Validity	
acceptable		
Y? N	 N? Y? Y? Y? Y Y?	 Y	 Y? Y Y
Content	or	Criterion	
Related	Validity	
acceptable	
? Y	 Y ? Y ? Y Y?	 Y	 Y? Y Y
Questions	phrased	as	
“can	do”	not	“will	do”	
Y	 ?	 N	 N	 Y	 Y	 Y	 Y	 Y	 ?	 Y	 Y	
Construct	
Appropriateness	to	
this	Research	–	
breadth	of	questions	
to	cover	entire	
domain	of	leadership	
and	the	multi‐facets	
within	the	domain	
N	 N	 N	 N	 N	 N	 N	 Y?	 N	 Y?	 Y?	 Y	
Gradations	of	
difficulty	
incorporated	in	items	
N	 ?	 N	 N	 Y	 N?	 Y	 Y	 Y	 ?	 Y	 Y	
Format	appropriate	
for	this	research	–	
either	single‐
judgement	or	dual‐
judgement		
Y‐S	 Y‐S	 Y‐S	 N	 Y‐S	 Y‐S	 Y‐S	 Y‐S	 Y‐D	 Y‐S Y‐S	 Y‐S	
Adequacy	of	scales	–	
0	–	100	optimal		‐	uni‐
polar	ratio	scale	with	
sufficient	gradients	
Y?
1‐7	
Y	?	
1‐7	
Y?
1‐14	
N	
1‐5	
Y	
0‐
100	
Y?
1‐7	
Y?
1‐9	
Y?1‐	
10	
N	
1‐5	
Y	
0‐
10	
Y?
1‐7	
Y?
1‐7	
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APPENDIX C – Leadership Questionnaire 
 
PART A – BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
This is a self‐report. Your responses will be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Please provide answers to the following questions: 
 
1. In what year were you born?  __________ 
 
2. In what year did you graduate with an MLIS?  __________ 
 
3. Gender:   Male   Female 
 
 
4. What is your current job title?   ____________________________________________ 
 
 
 
5. Current Position 
a. What type of position do you currently hold? (select one) 
 Non – management, staff position 
 Supervisor 
 Middle Management – department head, branch head 
 Senior Management – deputy/assistant head/chief 
 Senior Administrator – Head/Chief Librarian at a library with 10 or fewer staff   
 Senior Administrator – Head/Chief Librarian at a library with 11 to 50 staff   
 Senior Administrator – Head/Chief Librarian at a library with 51 to 100 staff   
 Senior Administrator – Head/Chief Librarian at a library with 101 or more staff   
 Currently not working 
 Other (please specify)   ____________________________________________ 
 
b. How long have you been in your current position? (select one) 
 Less than 6 months 
 6 months to 1 year 
 Greater than 1 year, up to and including 3 years 
 Greater than 3 years, up to and including 5 years 
 Greater than 5 years, up to and including 10 years 
 More than 10 years 
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c. Currently, in what type of library do you work? (select one) 
 College library 
 University library  
 Research University library 
 Public Library with multiple branches 
 Public Library without branches 
 Regional Library System 
 Special Library (please specify type – corporate, government etc)
  _____________________ 
 I do not work in a library but work in a non‐traditional library role  
  (please specify) _____________________ 
 
6. Do you have any management experience either in your current position or in a previous position? 
   Yes   No 
 
If you answered YES to 6, please go to questions 6a & 6b, otherwise go to question 7  
 
a. Indicate the number of years of management experience that you have.  (Select one) 
 Less than 6 months 
 6 months to 1 year 
 Greater than 1 year, up to and including 3 years 
 Greater than 3 years, up to and including 5 years 
 Greater than 5 years, up to and including 10 years 
 More than 10 years 
 
b. Indicate where you gained your management experience (Select as many as apply) 
 In my current position 
 In another position at my current employer 
 At a previous employer(s) 
 In running my own business 
 Outside of employment, but in a capacity related to the library profession  
 Outside of employment – in a volunteer capacity unrelated to the library profession 
 Other (please specify)   ____________________________________________ 
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7. Do you have any leadership experience, as you define leadership, either at your current work place, at a 
previous work place or in another capacity?   Yes   No 
 
If you answered YES to 7 above, please go to questions 7a, 7b, & 7c, otherwise go to question 8  
 
a. Indicate where you gained your leadership experience. (Select as many as apply)  
 In my current position 
 In another position at my current employer 
 At a previous employer(s) 
 In running my own business 
 Outside of employment, but in a capacity related to the library profession  
 Outside of employment – in a volunteer capacity unrelated to the library profession 
 Other (please specify)   ____________________________________________ 
 
b. How often are you currently engaged in a leadership role? (Select one)   
 Daily 
 Several times per week 
 Weekly 
 Infrequently – less than once a month 
 Rarely – only on specific occasions  
 Never 
 
c. Indicate how much leadership experience you have. (Select one) 
 Less than 6 months 
 6 months to 1 year 
 Greater than 1 year, up to and including 3 years 
 Greater than 3 years, up to and including 5 years 
 Greater than 5 years, up to and including 10 years 
 More than 10 years 
 
8. Have you undertaken any leadership training or attended development programs prior to the Northern 
Exposure to Leadership Institute?   Yes   No 
 
If you answered YES to 8 above, please go to questions 8a, 8b & 8c, otherwise go to PART B. 
 
a. Which  types of leadership training and development programs or experiences have you 
participated in (Select as many as apply) 
 Job Rotation(s) to a position where I had a leadership role  
 Temporary project assignments or team assignments where I had a leadership role   
 Leadership training offered as a pre/post‐conference supplement to a conference 
 Leadership training delivered in a library or other conference session 
 In house training available to all staff on specific aspects of leadership 
 In house development program covering many modules on leadership 
 Off‐site leadership training on specific aspects of leadership 
 Off‐site leadership development program covering many modules on leadership 
 Other (please specify)  ______________________________________________ 
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b. Looking at all the formal leadership training experiences you might have had, how much time 
cumulatively do you think you have spent in leadership training or development, excluding your 
participation in the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute? (Select one) 
 Less than 1 week 
 More than 1 week, up to and including 2 weeks 
 More than 2 weeks, up to and including 1 month 
 More than 1 month, up to and including 3 months 
 More than 3 months, up to and including 6 months 
 More than 6 months, up to and including 1 year 
 More than 1 year 
 
c. When did the most recent leadership training experience, not including participation at the 
Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute, conclude? (Select one) 
 Less than 1 month ago  
 1 month to less than 3 months ago 
 3 months to less than 6 months ago 
 6 months to less than 1 year ago 
 1 year to less than 2 years ago 
 2 years to less than 5 years ago 
 5 years or more ago  
 
 
Please continue to PART B 
 
Leadership Questionnaire 
 
PART B – LEADERSHIP INVENTORY 
 
Instructions 
 
Part B – Leadership Inventory 
The second part of the questionnaire, Part B – Leadership Inventory has been adapted with permission from 
the Leadership Self‐efficacy Inventory developed by David W Anderson. The  Inventory  is being used with the 
permission of David W. Anderson.  It  is a  series of 88 questions on management and  leadership behaviours 
that were developed and tested by David W. Anderson in his work on leadership confidence and effectiveness. 
The inventory is used has been adapted for the library environment.   
 
UNDERSTANDING LEADERSHIP IN WORK ENVIRONMENTS  
The  exercise  of  leadership  is  a  critical  factor  in  both  individual  effectiveness  and  overall  organizational  success. 
Leadership  is  complex  and  multi‐faceted;  there  is  no  one  “style”  of  leadership  that  is  universally  effective.  To  be 
effective, leadership styles must differ according to the  
  attributes of the leader him‐ or herself  
  makeup of the followership  
  specific demand characteristics of the situation  
  organizational function  
  organizational culture, and  
  various industry factors  
Adapted from the Leadership Self‐Efficacy Inventory and used with the permission of David W. Anderson   
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Leaders vary naturally in their ability to perform effectively the full spectrum of leadership behaviours. It is rare that an 
effective  leader performs well each of  the 88 behaviours described here. Usually, effective  leaders are aware of their 
relative weaknesses, and make use of the talents of others in those areas. Furthermore, not all leaders are required to 
perform each of these 88 behaviours.  
 
The inventory is a measure as to how confident you are that you could undertake the action effectively with the skills 
you have currently, if you were in a position to do so.  This is not a question about how well or how effective you think 
you would be,  it  is a question as to how confident you are that you would be effective  in undertaking the action  in a 
difficult set of circumstances with the knowledge and skills you currently possess. 
The questions should be answered based on a work environment. 
 
For each item, please:  
1.  Read the definition of each work behaviour carefully before answering.  
2.  Decide which response on the scale best represents your judgment as to how confident you are that you CAN 
(not necessarily will) perform each work behaviour effectively, under the most challenging circumstance.  
3.  Record your response, a whole number (no decimal points) from 0 to 10, in the box beside each question.  
4.  Return the completed Questionnaire, including Part A and Part B – Leadership Inventory and the accompanying 
instructions in the sealed envelope provided.  
0  1  2  3  4 5 6 7 8  9 10
Cannot  
do at all 
      Moderately 
can do 
    Highly certain
can do 
  Example:   Maintain a positive attitude in the face of adversity  7 
All responses are confidential.  
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APPENDIX	D	–	Content	Questionnaire	
		
Instructions 
	
In answering the following questions, please reflect on your entire experience at 
NELI from the time you arrived in Calgary to this point. Consider the program 
elements, the experiences, the relationships, encounters, conversations, events, 
organized social events, mentors, the program organization, anything that 
happened inside or outside the formal program hours, the setting etc. To help you 
recall program elements and other details a list of elements and structure is 
included below. This list is not intended to be inclusive, nor could it be because the 
NELI experience is intended to be more than the formal program.  However, the 
list is there to help you reflect on your overall experiences at NELI. 
Please use the space provided for your response.  If you need additional space, 
	
please use the backside of the paper or the additional blank pages included at the 
back of the booklet. 
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1. Thinking about leading change – 
	
Was there anything that happened at NELI that affected your confidence 
in being able to lead the change process; envision a different future, 
communicate the vision, goals and expectations, be positive and show 
enthusiasm, and motivate others to share the vision and work toward its 
achievement? 
Please share the thing or things that affected your confidence and how 
they affected it. 
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2. Thinking about a leader’s role in supporting the needs of followers 
for growth and achievement ‐ 
Was there anything that happened at NELI that affected your confidence 
	
in being able to support followers; through mentoring and coaching, by 
providing feedback, by actively listening, by engaging others in challenging 
roles & in providing encouragement and celebrating success? Please share 
the thing or things that affected your confidence and how they affected it.	
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3.  Thinking about a leader’s role in stimulating innovation and 
creativity ‐ 
Was there anything that happened at NELI that affected your confidence 
	
in being able to stimulate innovation by challenging traditional thinking, 
stimulating idea sharing, undertaking delegation, seeing a bigger picture, 
reframing, taking risks, encouraging teamwork, resolving conflict and 
removing obstacles? 
Please share the thing or things that affected your confidence and how 
they affected it. 
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4.   Thinking about a leader’s ability to influence those both within and 
outside the library‐ 
Was there anything that happened at NELI that affected your confidence 
	
in being able to network and build relationships both within and external to 
the library, model values, act with consistency, garner trust, encourage risk 
taking, subscribe to high ethical and moral standards, demonstrate 
perseverance in the face of obstacles, communicate articulately and show 
persistence in your mission? 
Please share the thing or things that affected your confidence and how 
they affected it. 
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5.  Thinking about knowing yourself – 
	
Was there anything that happened at NELI that affected your confidence in 
being able to better understand your strengths, recognize how you are 
perceived by others, acknowledge that others support your needs for 
growth and achievement, accept who you are, receive feedback, value 
mentors and the role that they can play in your development, realize the 
importance of a personal or career development plan, recognize that 
understanding yourself is a prerequisite for developing relationships with 
followers and others. 
Please share the thing or things that affected your confidence and how 
they affected it. 
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6.  Do you have aspects of leadership where you do not feel confident? 
			
		
			
				
	
a. Did NELI help address these in any way? 
	
			
		
			
				
			
b. Did anything that occurred at NELI make you feel less confident in 
your ability to lead? 
	
		
			
							
c.  Is there anything that NELI might have done differently that 
might have changed this? 
 
  
 
 
